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Abstract 
The Global Career Development Facilitator (GCDF) Romania training program was the focus of 
the current study.  GCDF is a paraprofessional certification program in the field of career 
counseling and development, which was created in the United States by the Center for 
Credentialing and Education, and was adapted to Romanian needs with the intention of preparing 
career specialists and of developing a national certification system.  This cross-sectional 
quantitative study had two purposes: to evaluate the GCDF Romania training program and to 
conduct a job analysis of the tasks performed by Romanian GCDF career consultants.  
Kirkpatrick’s model was used in designing and conducting the training evaluation.  The learning 
and behavior levels of this model were assessed.  Learning was measured through self-reported 
preparedness ratings of the Romanian GCDF career consultants.  Behavior was assessed through 
self-reported frequency and importance of the GCDF tasks performed by participants, in their 
career counseling related work places.  The job analysis was grounded in the literature on subject 
matter experts (SMEs) and job analysis questionnaires.  It included the frequency and 
importance ratings, and the tasks performed by the participants, but which were not covered by 
the GCDF curriculum.  The results suggested a positive evaluation of the GCDF Romania 
training program.  The job analysis indicated that most tasks performed by Romanian GCDF in 
their career counseling related work places are covered by the Romanian GCDF curriculum.  The 
level of preparedness reported by the respondents was influenced by participants’ educational 
background, their GCDF trainer status, and by the institution in which the GCDF training 
occurred.  The frequency with which Romanian GCDF career consultants performed GCDF 
tasks at their career counseling work places was influenced by their current job function, by the 
type of organizations in which they worked, and by the percentages of career counseling related 
 
 
 
 
tasks in their jobs.  The latter demographic variable also influenced the importance ratings.  
Limitations of the currents study are analyzed.  Its implications are discussed, especially in the 
context of the Romanian GCDF curriculum and of the development of the career counseling 
profession in Romania.  Suggestions for improving the GCDF Romania curriculum are made.  
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Chapter I: Introduction 
 The field of career counseling has been influenced over the last few decades by an 
important socio-economic reality: globalization.  The underlying economic fabric of 
globalization has created similar conditions across the world that influenced individuals’ career 
choices and employment.  These effects of globalization include job portability, frequent job 
transition, less predictable occupational prospects, changes in the employment systems (e.g., 
from the lifetime employment system to performance-based pay system and the merit system), 
unemployment rates (Cuyvers, Lombaerde, & Rayp, 2011; Pope, 2000; Savickas et al., 2009; 
Spence, 2011; Thelen & Kume, 1999).  Comparable career counseling and development needs 
have emerged in various socio-economic-political systems.  In Romania, as in other countries 
from the former communist bloc, the effects of globalization have occurred in the context of 
transitioning from a totalitarian communist regime to a democratic administration.  
Career Counseling and Development in Romania 
The Romanian Revolution of 1989 was followed by socio-economic and political 
restructuring that has completely changed the realities in which Romanians lived.  In the first 
decade after the Revolution, Romanians’ hopes of living in a free, democratic society were 
shattered by the harsh reality of losing their jobs.  The complex and austere effects of economic 
restructuring were exacerbated by the lack of a social support system for the unemployed (e.g., 
vocational and career guidance and counseling, training and placement).  This was a normal 
consequence of the fact that in Romania, like in other “centrally planned economies under the 
Communist regime (…), unemployment did not officially exist” prior to 1989 (Watts & Sultana, 
2004, p. 109).  Concurrently, many young Romanians who were preparing to join the labor 
market were faced with scarce employment opportunities, which were most likely not in the 
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professions for which they had been educated.  The existent offers were for occupations that 
were being imported from the Western market, and brought by the first foreign investors in 
Romania.  This phenomenon revealed the gap between the old educational system, designed 
during the communist regime, and the demands of a new and free labor market.  
Changes also occurred in the Romanian system for vocational and career guidance.  
Although career counseling is not a recognized profession in Romania, an infrastructure for 
providing vocational and educational guidance, placement, and personnel promotion services has 
been in place since 1924 (Peteanu, 1997; Szilagyi & Paredes, 2010).  This domain emerged as an 
area of psychology in the pre-communist period, and was influenced by French and German 
theories and practices.  During communism, the vocational guidance field in Romania was 
isolated from external influences due to the political context.  New legislative measures 
discontinued the pre-Revolution infrastructure for delivering vocational and career guidance 
services and created a new system for supporting Romanians’ needs for career counseling and 
development. 
These legislative acts were promulgated in 1995 and in 1998 to formally advance career 
counseling and school counseling services (Szilagyi & Paredes, 2010).  The Education Law No. 
84/1995 (Monitorul Oficial, 1999) mandated the creation of Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance 
Centers (PPACs) and Inter-School Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Centers (ISPPACs) as an 
infrastructure to offer counseling services to children, parents and educational staff (Szilagyi, 
2005).  The Ministry of Labor Law No. 145/1998 (Monitorul Oficial, 1998) led to the creation of 
Information and Guidance Centers and Information and Vocational Counseling Centers under 
the umbrella of the newly formed National Employment Agency (NEA).  These centers were 
organized at a regional, county, and local level.  They were expected to assist adults who were 
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seeking employment, by offering training, certification, and placement for various 
professions/trades for which there was a demand on labor market.  These centers also provided 
counseling services, such as vocational information, testing, assessment, or career exploration 
(Szilagyi & Paredes). 
While these legislative measures created changes within the system for promoting career 
counseling and school counseling services, it is important to note that counseling, and more 
specifically career counseling, has not attained formal professional status in Romania
1
, to this 
date (i.e., February 2012).  Nevertheless, the endeavors made over the last two decades have 
concurrently recognized the career counseling needs in Romania and established the foundation 
for this profession.  An important step in promoting the counseling profession was the creation of 
educational programs that would train career specialists.  The first master’s program in career 
counseling (Adults’ Education for Career Counseling) was organized in a renowned Romanian 
university (i.e., Polytechnic University of Bucharest) between 2003 and 2005.  Interest in 
developing and professionalizing career counseling services in Romania is reflected by the 
inclusion of the certification and training program Global Career Development Facilitator, as 
part of this master’s curriculum.  
Global Career Development Facilitator 
The Global Career Development Facilitator (GCDF) curriculum illustrates that 
globalization created not only comparable career counseling needs across the world, but also 
opportunities for cross-cultural collaboration in this field.  GCDF is a career counseling and 
development paraprofessional certification program developed in the United States by the Center 
                                                 
1
  The necessary legal framework to recognize and regulate career counseling as a profession (e.g., licensing 
system) does not exist in Romania, despite the steps made towards attaining a professional status (e.g., body of 
knowledge, Code of Ethics, professional association).  
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for Credentialing and Education (CCE
2
), a division of the National Board for Certified Counselor 
(NBCC
3
).  The development of the GCDF training curriculum and certification program is the 
result of international collaborations between CCE and institutions (e.g., public and private) from 
countries interested in designing and implementing career development training and certification 
programs that respond to their country-specific needs.  The first GCDF credentials were awarded 
in 1998 in the US, followed by New Zealand in 2000 and in Japan in 2001 (“GCDF 
Connection”, 2010).  As of winter 2011, 17,610 GCDF certifications have been awarded in 14 
countries: Bulgaria, Canada, China, Cyprus, Germany, Greece, Japan, Korea, Macedonia, New 
Zealand, Romania, Taiwan, Turkey, and United States (“GCDF Connection”, 2011).  The 
program is presently (i.e., February 2012) under development in Portugal.  
 The GCDF certification program prepares career facilitators in the following 12 areas of 
competency: 
1. Career Development Models.  Understand career development theories, models and 
techniques as they apply to life-long development, gender, age, and ethnic background.  
2. Helping Skills.  The GCDFs are proficient in the basic career facilitating process while 
including productive interpersonal relationships. 
3. Diverse Populations.  The GCDFs recognize special needs of various groups and adapt 
services to meet their needs.  
                                                 
2
 CCE’s mission is to “advance professional excellence through credentialing, assessment, and business services” 
(http://www.cce-global.org/About). 
3
 The National Board for Certified Counselors, Inc. and Affiliates (NBCC) is described as  “an independent not-for-
profit credentialing body for counselors, (which) was incorporated in 1982 to establish and monitor a national 
certification system, to identify those counselors who have voluntarily sought and obtained certification, and to 
maintain a register of those counselors” (http://www.nbcc.org/About). 
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4. Assessment.  The GCDFs comprehend and use (under supervision) informal career 
development assessments in order to support the client to learn about their skills, to make 
informed decisions and for career planning. 
5. Technology.  The GCDFs comprehend and use career development computer applications.  
6. Labor Market Information and Resources.  The GCDFs understand labor market and 
occupational information and trends.  They are able to use current resources. 
7. Employability Skills.  Know job search strategies and placement techniques, especially in 
work with specific groups.  
8. Training Clients and Peers.  The career consultants GCDF develop and deliver materials for 
training programs and presentations.   
9. Program Management/Implementation.  The GCDFs understand programs and their 
implementation, and work as a liaison in collaborative relationships.  
10. Promotion and Public Relations.  Career consultants market and promote career development 
programs with staff and supervisors.  
11. Supervision4.  The GCDFs accept suggestions for performance improvement from 
consultants or supervisors.  
12. Ethical and Legal Issues.  The GCDFs follow GCDF Code of Ethics5 and know current 
legislative regulations.  
 The GCDF areas of competence address both global and country-specific career counseling 
needs, which made it appealing to private and public institutions in various countries.  The 
country-specific competencies are developed by the professionals who are interested in 
introducing this certification program in their institutions.  Such professionals have extensive 
                                                 
4
 Starting with 2012, the name of this area of competency has been changed to Consultation; the sub-competencies 
remained the same (CCE).  
5
 See http://www.cdf-global.org/extras/cce-global/pdfs/gcdfcodeofethics.pdf 
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training in government, employment agencies, schools, universities, corporate human resources 
departments, private consultancy firms, and many other settings (CCE, n.d.). 
In order to be GCDF certified, a participant needs to: 
- Complete 120 hours of GCDF training;  
- Agree to comply with the GCDF ethical guidelines; 
- Pass evaluations of knowledge and skills; 
- Work on a client case under the direct supervision of the GCDF trainer; 
- Document a number of experience hours in the career counseling or a related field 
(e.g., other helping professions, human resources). 
In order to maintain the certification, Global Career Development Facilitators (GCDFs
6
) need to 
be engaged in continuous education activities.  The European countries that adopted this 
certification program require proof of 75 hours of continuous education (CEU), over a period of 
3 or 5 years from the certification (or last re-certification) date.  Continuous education activities 
include: participating in or organizing workshops, participating in GCDF curriculum 
development, conducting research and writing articles, etc.  All these activities need to address 
the GCDF competency areas. 
 The GCDF certification training is designed to train facilitators from various educational 
and professional backgrounds, thus meeting the realities of the countries in which it is adopted 
(CCE, n.d.).  That is, since career counseling is not a specific profession in most countries, career 
counseling and development activities are usually performed by individuals from other 
professions.  In Romania for example, such activities are carried out by psychologists, teachers, 
human resources specialists, economists, and others.      
                                                 
6
 The terms GCDFs and GCDF career consultants are used interchangeably in this study to describe the certified 
Global Career Development Facilitators.  
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 GCDF is the first national certification in the field of career counseling and development 
in Romania.  Global Career Development Facilitators (GCDFs) who obtain this certification are 
officially recognized by CCE as career consultants.   The GCDF training curriculum and the 
certification program are adapted to Romanian realities.  The program has been incorporated in 
one undergraduate and several graduate educational programs since 2003 until currently.  Other 
public institutions, non-profit organizations and corporate businesses have also adopted the 
program.  There are 300 certified GCDF career consultants in Romania, as of February 20
th
, 
2012.  Fifty more students are currently participating in the GCDF Romania training. 
Statement of the Problem 
 Romanian GCDF certified career consultants are assisting individuals with career needs 
in a variety of settings: schools, colleges, state funded guidance and vocational counseling 
centers, human resources organizations, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), non-profit 
organizations and corporations.  The original GCDF curriculum is founded on sound empirical 
assessment of career counseling and development needs conducted in the United States in mid 
1990s (Splete & Hoppin, 2000).  The Romanian GCDF curriculum training was adapted to 
national needs and circumstances with the help of Romanian professionals with experience in 
education and business.  However, the effectiveness of this curriculum, in the settings in which is 
used by Romanian GCDF certified career consultants, has not been empirically investigated.  
Similarly, there is no report of empirical evidence regarding the work behaviors of career 
specialists in Romania, and specifically of those who hold a GCDF certification.  Further, to date 
(February 2012) no rigorous comprehensive empirical study to evaluate the effectiveness of any 
GCDF curriculum, either the original template or a country-specific one, was published.  
Data about GCDF  
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In an attempt to emphasize the importance of improving and updating the GCDF 
curriculum, as well as the certification and recertification processes, the Center for Credentialing 
and Education (i.e., CCE; the certification body that developed and that offers this credential) 
publishes bi-annually and quarterly newsletters.  CCE has published anecdotal qualitative data 
regarding the implementation of the GCDF certification in institutions from various countries, 
updated descriptive statistics about the number of certified individuals, details and resources on 
the GCDF and GCDF trainer processes of certification and recertification, but no controlled 
outcome studies.  
 CCE conducted an informal survey (“GCDF Connection”, 2004) to assess demographic 
data, frequency ratings for the use of GCDF competencies in the workplace of certified 
individuals, and perceived effectiveness of the credential in one’s job and advancing one’s 
career.  Unfortunately, only 30 GCDFs participated in this study.  Despite the global character of 
the certification, the survey did not asked demographic questions regarding participants’ 
nationality.  While this initial attempt provided some anecdotal data regarding the evaluation of 
the GCDF, the process for evaluating a training program requires a more comprehensive and 
thorough empirical investigation.  
 A pilot study evaluating the GCDF training was conducted in Germany in summer 2011 
(Weissbach, Weissbach, & Ahrens, 2011).  This study was focused solely on evaluating certain 
aspects of the German GCDF training program.  The results of this study are presented in 
Chapter II, as they are relevant in the interpretation of the findings of the current study.  
Training Evaluation  
Literature in the field of program and training evaluation (Alliger, Tamnenbaum, Bennett, 
Jr., Traver, & Shotland, 1997) stresses the importance of using sound frameworks and research 
9 
 
 
 
methods when evaluating training programs.  Kirkpatrick’s Four-Level Model for evaluating 
training programs (Kirkpatrick 1959a, 1959b, 1960a, 1960b) is well established in this field 
(Alliger & Janak, 1989; Giangreco, Carugati, & Sebastiano, 2010).  According to this model, 
training should be evaluated on four levels: 
- Level 1: Reaction (i.e., trainee’s feelings about the training); 
- Level 2: Learning (i.e., principles, facts, and techniques understood and absorbed by 
trainees); 
- Level 3: Behavior exhibited at the work place as a result of participating in training; 
- Level 4: Results (i.e., final results that occur due to training, such as client satisfaction, 
etc.) 
In all the countries that have the GCDF certification, the training includes some 
evaluation on the first two levels.  Feedback about trainees’ reactions to the material and the 
trainer are requested at the end of the program.  The second level of Kirkpatrick’s model 
(learning) is implemented through trainees’ evaluation of knowledge and skills; they are tested 
using methods that consider a variety of learning styles.  Documentation of learning is one of the 
conditions to obtaining the GCDF certification.  
 The emphasis of the current study was placed on Kirkpatrick’s Level 2 (learning) and 3 
(behavior).  This study explored the extent to which the GCDF certification prepared the 
Romanian career consultants for the tasks performed within their career counseling related work 
places (learning level).  It also examined the importance and frequency of GCDF tasks
7
, 
pertaining to GCDF competencies, which were performed by Romanian GCDFs in their career 
counseling related work places (behavior level).  This study may serve as a bridge and set the 
ground for future empirical exploration on Kirkpatrick’s Level 4.  Such studies may investigate 
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the effectiveness of the GCDF curriculum training by assessing client outcome, further 
informing the curriculum.  
The interest in the GCDF certification training at an international level, calls for studies 
that explore its effectiveness for country-specific needs.  The development of this certification in 
Romania, in the context of the increased need for career counseling services, created an 
opportunity to assess the extent to which the GCDF curriculum prepares Romanian career 
specialists for the specific tasks that they are performing in various career counseling related 
settings.  
Job Analysis 
The literature on subject matter experts (SMEs) and job analysis questionnaires guided 
the design of the job analysis of the tasks performed by the Romanian GCDF career consultants.  
Authors (Landy & Vasey, 1991; Prien, Goodstein, Goodstein, & Gamble Jr., 2009) suggested 
that using samples of SMEs results in a larger number of observations, compared to relying 
solely on the work of one or two job analyst expert(s).  Romanian GCDF career consultants were 
the sample of SMEs that were surveyed in the current study. 
Job analysis questionnaires are produced as a result of inventorying the tasks related to a 
certain job, and have been widely recognized as an important tool in the job analysis (e.g., 
Christal, 1974; Levine, Sistrunk, McNutt, & Gael, 1986; Sanchez & Levine, 1989).  Authors 
(Prien et al., 2009) argued that using a job analysis questionnaire can substantially simplify the 
work of both SMEs and of the tasks of the job analysts.  SMEs are asked to rate these tasks on 
various criteria such as: importance, criticality, frequency, difficulty, time allotted, required-at-
entry (e.g., Morgeson, Delaney-Klinger, Mayfield, Ferrara, & Campion, 2004; Landy & Vasey, 
1991; Lindell, Clause, Brandt, & Landis, 1998; Sanchez & Levine, 1989).   
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The Romanian GCDF career consultants were asked to evaluate the frequency and the 
importance of the tasks performed by them, within their career counseling related workplaces.  
As previously presented, the results for these questions, also provided information regarding 
Kirkpatrick’s behavior level for evaluating the training.  Finally, the job analysis was completed 
by exploring the tasks performed by the GCDF career consultants, in their career counseling 
related work places, which were not covered by the Romanian GCDF curriculum. 
Purpose of the Study 
This quantitative study had two purposes: to evaluate the GCDF Romania training 
program and, concurrently, to conduct a job analysis of the Romanian GCDF career consultants.  
Kirkpatrick’s model of training evaluation was the framework in pursuing the first goal of the 
study.  More specifically, the GCDF Romania training program was evaluated on two of the four 
levels of Kirkpatrick’s Model: learning and behavior.  The learning level was evaluated by 
assessing the self-reported preparedness ratings of the participants to perform GCDF tasks, after 
their participation to the GCDF training.  The behavior level was assessed by investigating the 
frequency with which participants apply GCDF tasks in their career counseling related work 
places, and the importance of these tasks in helping their clients.  
Data pertaining to the other two levels of Kirkpatrick’s model (reactions and results) was 
not collected.  Generally, information related to trainees’ reactions is collected immediately after 
the training.  The cross-sectional design of the current study made it impossible to gather such 
data.  Moreover information about reactions to the GCDF Romania training already existed, 
since the GCDF trainers ask their students for feedback at the end of the training program.  Thus, 
the purpose of the current study was to go beyond the reactions level and to evaluate the training 
on two other dimensions of Kirkpatrick’s model: learning and behavior.  Data related to results 
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was also not collected in this study.  Results (or organizational results) are usually measured by 
client satisfaction.  The design of the study did not permit collecting data from the clients of the 
GCDF Romania career consultants.    
The literature on subject matter experts (SMEs) and job analysis questionnaires guided 
the design of the job analysis.  The job analysis includes the ratings for frequency and 
importance of the GCDF tasks, and the tasks reported to be performed by the Romanian GCDF 
career consultants, in their current job, which are not covered by the GCDF curriculum.  In 
addition, the current study examined the effects of specific demographic variables on 
participants’ ratings of preparedness and their ratings of frequency and importance of GCDF 
tasks.   
Research Questions 
Research Question 1:  How prepared do Romanian GCDFs feel to perform, in their career 
counseling related work settings, tasks for which they were trained according to the GCDF 
Romania program standards? 
Research Question 2:  How often do Romanian GCDFs report they perform each of the GCDF 
tasks in their career counseling related work places? 
Research Question 3:  How important do Romanian GCDFs report each of the GCDF tasks to be, 
in their career counseling related work places? 
Research Question 4:  What are the tasks performed by Romanian GCDFs, that are not covered 
by any of the GCDF curriculum sub-competencies? 
Research Question 5: What is the relationship between specific demographic variables (Age, 
Highest academic degree, Educational background, Professional background prior to obtaining 
the GCDF certification, Year of obtaining the GCDF certification, Institution in which the 
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GCDF training occurred, The participant is GCDF Trainer/Master Trainer) and Romanian 
GCDFs’ ratings of preparedness for performing GCDF tasks in their career counseling related 
work settings? 
Research Question 6: What is the relationship between job context variables (Current job 
function/position, Percentage of career counseling activities in current work setting, Type of 
organization in which career counseling related tasks have been performed, Clients served) and 
Romanian GCDFs’ ratings of frequency and importance of GCDF tasks performed in their career 
counseling related work settings? 
Significance of the Study 
 The importance of career counseling and development programs is becoming 
increasingly recognized in more countries, due in large part to the labor market changes brought 
about by globalization.  In Romania, legislative measures regarding the creation of programs and 
entities that address the vocational and career counseling and development needs of their citizens 
(Peteanu, 1997; Szilagyi, 2005; Szilagyi & Paredes, 2010) are a reflection of this awareness.  
Such programs are still in their infancy in terms of their design, organization, implementation 
and training. 
 The Global Career Development Facilitator (GCDF) is the first training and certification 
program in Romania, in this field, that is based on a sound conceptual and empirical foundation.  
It promotes competencies well researched in the field of career counseling and development in 
the United States (Splete & Hoppin, 2000).  It also addresses specific national realities through 
the country-specific sub-competencies that have been developed in collaboration with Romanian 
career experts.   
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 This study is the first to evaluate perceptions of the extent to which the GCDF 
certification prepares Romanian GCDF career consultants for the work they are doing in career 
counseling related settings in Romania.  By exploring Romanian GCDFs’ perceptions about how 
well the Romanian GCDF curriculum prepared them to apply GCDF competencies in their 
counseling related work places, the study can yield data that identifies gaps between the training 
and practice.  This is a first step in evaluating this curriculum and training; future research may 
assess its validity by targeting information provided by clients, supervisors or other parties.  
Finally, since only one pilot study was conducted to assess the effectiveness of any (general or 
country-specific) GCDF curriculum, this study can inform similar endeavors in other countries.  
 The current study investigated Romanian GCDFs’ perception of the importance and 
frequency of GCDF tasks performed in their career counseling related work places.  
Furthermore, it explored the tasks performed by the GCDF career consultants, in their career 
counseling related work places, that were not covered by the Romanian GCDF curriculum.  
Although it is limited to investigating only tasks performed by Romanian GCDF career 
consultants, this study offered a first synopsis of work behaviors performed in career counseling 
work settings in Romania.  Future research may use this foundation to enrich the picture of job 
tasks performed by career consultants in Romania.  This study may also offer a model to be 
replicated in other countries that are interested in analyzing the behaviors of GCDFs in their 
career counseling related work places.  
 The results of all research questions addressed in this study offered sound data for further 
development of the Romanian GCDF curriculum, training and certification program.  It also 
provided ideas for developing other programs in the field of career counseling, in other 
competency areas than those covered by the GCDF curriculum.  Finally, the results of this study 
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offered an empirical grounding that may be considered for the future development of a 
professional, job-related licensure certification examination, in the field of career counseling in 
Romania.   
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature 
The primary focus of this study is the Global Career Development Facilitator (GCDF), a 
career development certification program.  The following chapter will provide an understanding 
of this program beginning with a review of the domain of career counseling and its history.  
Next, the terminology used in this study will be defined.  A discussion about the changes 
produced in this domain due to globalization will set the stage in describing the development of 
the GCDF program.  Issues pertaining to the initial GCDF curriculum and program development, 
international implications, and its development in Romania will be described.  Finally, literature 
in the field of training evaluation and job analysis, that guided the design of this study, will be 
reviewed.   
Introduction to Career Counseling 
Herr (1996) contended that career counseling is located at the confluence between 
individuals’ work and career related needs, and the ecological context including public policy 
and legislation.  Significant social, cultural, economic and political events and measures are 
reflected in the shape and content of this field, across its stages of development and across 
nations (Herr, 1996; 2003).  Understanding the domain of career counseling requires 
consideration of the conditions in which it emerged, the contexts in which it developed across the 
world, the influential personalities in the field, the terminology, significant theories, practices 
and empirical evidence that define the domain.  
The field of career counseling has undergone many transformations from the beginning 
of the 20
th
 century until the present.  Career counseling has always been concerned with 
individuals in relationship to their work or career.  Yet, the services offered to the public have 
varied across time and nations, being marked by multiple factors within the socio-economic and 
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political context (Herr, 1996; 2003).  In the beginning stages, these services were visibly 
influenced by the interests and occupations of the founding personalities of the field (e.g., 
engineering, law, education, psychology, business).  The terminology used to define this domain 
is a reflection of these variations and transformations (e.g., vocational guidance, career guidance, 
career counseling).  According to Sampson (2009), the theoretical models and practices 
developed over the last century in the domain of career counseling are imbued with the views 
promoted by the scientific currents in trend (e.g., modernism, postmodernism).  Finally, training 
programs and accreditation standards have been designed and implemented to reflect areas of 
competency established from extended empirical research and needs analyses (Niles, in press).  
The development and professionalization of career counseling occurred in the United 
States (US), starting with the vocational guidance movement from the beginning of the 20
th
 
century (Gladding, 2004).  The Global Career Development Facilitator training and certification 
program, which is the primary focus of the current study, was developed to respond to the 
growing needs for better career development services noticed after the beginning of post-
industrial era in the US (Mariani, 1998a; Splete & Hoppin, 2000).  Thus, a brief history of the 
history of career counseling in the US will be presented in this chapter, in order to provide the 
larger context in which this program was founded.  
Peteanu (1997) noted that the manifestations of career counseling from the US were 
echoed across the Atlantic, in the European countries, including Romania.  The evolution of this 
field in Romania was influenced by national realities, as well as by the developments in this 
domain occurring in Western Europe (Szilagyi & Paredes, 2010).  Especially after the fall of 
communism in Romania, legislative measures pertaining to the domain of career counseling and 
development were deeply influenced by the trends and policies established by the European 
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Union (EU).  In this context, it is imperative that a brief description of this domain in the EU 
context is also provided.  
The development of the career counseling field in Romania will be also described, as it 
clarifies the circumstances of the current study, whose purpose is to evaluate the Romanian 
GCDF training program, and to conduct a job analysis of the tasks performed by the GCDF 
career consultants from this country.  Furthermore, given the global character of the training 
program, a brief review of the relationship between globalization and the domain of career 
counseling is provided.  A summary of the career counseling related terminology used in this 
study is also offered.  
History of Career Counseling in the United States  
The vocational guidance movement was the first step in putting the foundation to what 
latter would become the domain of career counseling and the counseling profession (Gladding, 
2004).  This movement is also strongly associated with school counseling history in the United 
States.  This initial stage in the history of career counseling in the US, and the ones to follow, 
were “presaged by major societal changes” (Pope, 2000, p. 208).  This section will briefly 
describe the most important stages in the development of the career counseling in the US, with 
the purpose of setting the context in which the GCDF training and certification program was 
created.  The stages identified by Pope will serve as a temporal framework in presenting the 
development of career counseling in the US.  
Stage 1: 1890–1919 
At the confluence of the 19
th
 and 20
th
 century, in the midst of the Industrial revolution, 
the American socio-economic fabric was being changed in dramatic ways, at a pace unknown in 
its history: large metropolitan areas developed around industrial and corporate complexes 
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attracting immigrants, minorities and people from rural areas (Aubrey, 1983).  While the fortunes 
of families who ran these businesses were increasing, the conditions under which the workers 
were often living were miserable (Aubrey 1983; Zytowski, 2001).  According to Baker (2009) 
children and immigrants were among the most susceptible groups of being exploited in a system 
that did little to protect its people.  
Socially mindful individuals (e.g., Parson, Davis) recognized these harsh social 
consequences of industrialization and went beyond criticizing the failures of the system (Aubrey, 
1977).  They proposed creating a scientifically informed framework that would support people, 
especially youth, to choose an occupation, as a mean to support individuals, and the society at 
large.  Frank Parson (1909) illustrated this belief in the book Choosing a Vocation, by stating 
that “The wise selection of the business, profession, trade or occupation (…) should be solved in 
a careful, scientific way, with due regard to each person’s aptitudes, abilities, ambitions, 
resources, and limitations” (p. 3).  He cautioned that:    
An occupation out of harmony with the worker’s aptitudes and capacities means 
inefficiency, unenthusiastic and perhaps distasteful labor and low pay; while an 
occupation in harmony with the nature of the man means enthusiasm, love of work, and 
high economic values, superior product, efficient service, and good pay. (p. 3)  
Researchers in the field of career counseling (e.g., Aubrey, 1977; Pope 2009) attributed 
the first efforts to respond to the social and vocational needs of young people to Jesse Buttrick 
Davis.  A school administrator in the industrial city of Detroit, Davis created in 1907 the first 
guidance curriculum (Aubrey, 1977; Pope 2009).  Concurrently, Frank Parson (1854–1908), 
often described as the father of career counseling, advocated for the need of vocational services 
in supporting both “individual and social efficiency” (Baker, 2009, p. 202).  Parson’s interests 
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and occupations (e.g., engineers, teacher, administrator, lawyer, writer) offered him a unique 
perspective in perceiving the complex and pervasive ramifications of the industrial economic 
boom from the beginning of the century.  He directed his efforts towards educating the public, 
especially the youth, about the benefits, for both individuals and the society at large, of carefully 
choosing a profession (Baker, 2009; Briddick, 2009; Hartung & Blustein, 2002).  The interest 
with which his lectures were received led to the opening of the Boston Vocational Bureau 
(Baker, 2009), the first office to offer vocational services.  
Parson’s vision and efforts were received with interest by individuals across various 
professions and occupations (e.g., education, psychology, business), who recognized the need 
for, and the benefits of, implementing vocational services, and who continued the movement 
after his death in 1908.  Bloomfield established in 1913 the professional organization the 
National Vocational Guidance Association that would later (i.e. 1985) become the National 
Career Development Association (NCDA; Savickas, 2009).  He also founded the American 
Management Association, having an equally significant role in the development of both the 
vocational guidance and personnel management field, which he believed should be closely 
connected to support people in their work (Savickas, 2009).  An immigrant who studied at 
Harvard, Bloomfield gained a place in the history of the career counseling domain for organizing 
the first university course in counseling education, and for making efforts in training 
practitioners (e.g., organizing courses, publishing materials). 
Many other names are associated with the vocational guidance movement, which 
according to Pope (2000) is the first stage in the history of career counseling situated 
between1890 – 1919.  Hugo Munsterberg, a renowned psychologist at the beginning of the 20th 
century had a significant contribution in providing the first empirically founded scientific model 
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(Porfeli, 2009).  This model reflected Parson’s beliefs about the role of vocational guidance: 
individual traits should be explored by using sound instruments, and matched with the vocations 
best suited for them.  Some authors (Baker, 2009; Niles, 2001) considered these initial empirical 
efforts as the incipient stage of trait-factor psychological model of vocation.   
These are just a few of the figures whose impressive advocacy efforts gained the 
necessary political support to propel this new domain whose initial focus was on offering 
placement services “for an increasingly urban and industrial society” (p. 195).  Aubrey (1977) 
noted that in this first stage there was a heavy focus in helping individual with placement 
services by using psychometrics, and that the concept of counseling as a process within these 
interventions has only emerged in the 1930s.  
Stage 2: 1920–1939 
Pope (2000) places the second stage of career counseling in the U.S., between 1920 and 
1939.  This period is marked by the introduction of vocational guidance into school curricula in 
most educational systems in America (Baker, 2009; Shen-Miller, McWhirter, & Bartone, 2012).  
This process started at the beginning of the century through the efforts made by J. B. Davis and 
Eli Weaver, and it initially progressed slowly (Pope).  Authors (Aubrey, 1977; Pope) have noted 
that a variety of ecological factors (e.g., the baby boom following the First Word War; new child 
labor law that required the lengthening of time spent in school; high complexity of work tasks 
that demanded increased literacy; recognition by policy makers to support vocational education: 
the 1917 Smith-Hughes Act for secondary school and teacher training followed by legislation in 
1929, 1934 and in 1936) helped to solidify the role of vocational counseling in schools. 
Researchers in this new field focused their attention to various aspects pertaining to 
educational counseling and vocational guidance in schools (e.g., articles published in the 
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February 1930 issue of The Vocational Guidance Magazine; presentations at the 1930 NVGA 
Convention).  Pope (2000) concluded that this second stage of development is marked by the 
development of this field in elementary and secondary schools.  
Stage 3: 1940–1959 
The third stage in the development of career counseling occurred, according to Pope 
(2000), between 1940 and 1959.  Major socio-economic and politic events of the time (e.g., 
increased number of women as labor force, returning veterans of World War II, the launch of 
Sputnik by the Soviet Union) called for policies that addressed workforce and labor market 
situations (Aubry, 1977; Shen-Miller et al., 2012; Her, 2003).  At this point, vocational guidance 
was acknowledged as an important socio-politic instrument to address such issues (Herr).  
Matching individuals’ traits with the characteristics of workplaces, by using psychometric 
instruments, was the main approach to help returning veterans to find jobs or choose college 
majors.  This method pertained to the trait factor theory and relied mainly on testing (Ginzberg, 
1971).  According to Ginzberg, this was the first and most commonly used approach in 
vocational guidance until the end of the World War II.   
Aubrey (1977) contended that the client-centered counseling approach promoted by Carl 
Rogers in mid and late 1940s, had an undeniable effect on the development of the field of career 
counseling.  This author observed that, while prior to 1940s the focus in practice was on testing 
aptitudes and prescribing possible job placements (i.e., test-and-tell method), after that, 
counseling became a primary process in vocational guidance.  A similar phenomenon was 
observed in research: 
Before Rogers, the literature was of a very practical nature and dealt with such topics as 
testing, cumulative records, orientation procedure, vocations, placement functions (…) 
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and with the goals and purpose of guidance. With Rogers, a sudden change occurred and 
there was a new emphasis on the techniques and methods of counseling, research, and 
refinement of counseling technique, selection, and training of future counselors, and the 
goals and objectives of counseling. “(Aubrey, 1977, p. 292) 
The shift of focus from guidance to counseling brought about significant changes in the field.  
New theories that considered the complexity of environmental and individual factors in 
vocational choices began to emerge (e.g., Holland, 1959; Ginzberg, Ginsburg, Axelrad, & 
Herma, 1951; Super 1957) and new instruments were developed (e.g., Strong & Tucker, 1952).  
Central to this third stage was also Super’s (1955; 1957) shift in terminology and philosophy 
from vocation and guidance to career and career counseling and development.  
Vocation implied a fixed notion of individual’s abilities for, and interest in, choosing an 
occupation.  Career suggested a process in which these interests and abilities are shaped 
throughout life-span (Super, 1957).  With his life-span theory, Super promoted the idea of 
developmental phases (i.e., that was popular in the human development field) in the vocational 
domain.  The holistic character of Super’s (1957) theory is evident in his belief that one’s self-
concept included a career-specific component that developed over time.  Watts (2001) attributed 
to Super, the metamorphosis of the field from vocational guidance to career counseling and 
development.  In conclusion, this stage brought about significant changes in the evolution of the 
profession that would be subsequently perpetuated in the next phases. 
Stage 4: 1960–1979 
Authors (Shen-Miller et al., 2012; Herr, 2003) have suggested that the social movements 
during 1960-1970 (e.g., multicultural, special needs populations, feminist, educational reform) 
brought numerous changes in the socio, economic, and politic context that trickled down to the 
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domain of career counseling.  Pope (2000) argued that an important ideological change occurred 
when work started to be seen as having meaning in individual’s life.  These new transformations 
within the ecological context coincide with the fourth stage of career counseling (i.e., 1960 – 
1979) in the US, identified by Pope.  
Andersen and Vandehey (2006) contended that the change from vocation to career, that 
followed Super’s work on development across life-span (1957) was “part of the profession’s 
definition” (p.7).  These authors explained that in this fourth stage, “career decision making 
changed from a one-time choice to a holistic consideration of multiple roles and all the factors 
that influenced self-concepts and development” (p. 7).  Authors (Niles & Harris-Bowlsbey, 
2005; Pope, 2000) noted that in this stage, the field of career counseling grew and flourished to a 
tremendous extent.  Niles and Harris-Bowlsbey suggested that this expansion is reflected in the 
numerous theories developed in the field of career counseling that were drawing upon multiple 
areas (e.g., behavioral, developmental, psychoanalytic) and in the increasing number of 
instruments developed.  
New means to offer career services emerged: computer-assisted career guidance and 
information-delivery systems in schools and colleges (Harris-Bowlsbey & Sampson, 2005), and 
organizational career development became a new vehicle for offering career services in 
governmental and nonprofit community agencies, in corporations, small business (Pope, 2000).  
Finally, Niles and Harris-Bowlsbey (2005) reported that “during the 1970s, career education 
emerged as a federal priority, highlighting the importance of providing career development 
interventions to young people and adults” (p. 24). 
Stage 5: 1980–1989 
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The fifth stage of career counseling in the US (1980-1989) identified by Pope (2000) was 
marked by the profound socio-economic transformations.  The transition from “an industrial to 
an information-based economy pervaded by the application of advanced technology in the 
workplace” (Herr, 2003, p. 9) led to downsizing performed by organizations.  Pope reported that 
career counseling became an important instrument in supporting individuals affected by these 
changes, especially trough the delivery of outplacement services.  Holland, Magoon, and 
Spokane (1981) reported that new modalities of career assistance (e.g., computer- assisted career 
and information systems, tests and inventories, self-help materials) were designed and 
implemented during this period.  Pope claimed that in this context, the growing need for services 
led to the growth of private practice which called for the establishment of standards and 
credentials in the field.  Finally, the identity of the profession of career counseling was officially 
proclaimed when the National Vocational Guidance Association changed its name to National 
Career Development Association in 1984.  
Stage 6: 1990–present 
The sixth, and last, stage in the history of career counseling in the U.S. as referenced by 
Pope (2000) started in 1990.  There is a general agreement in the literature (e.g., Andersen & 
Vandehey, 2006 ; Niles & Harris-Bowlsbey, 2005) that the increasingly rapid pace at which 
various ecological factors have changed during the last two decades (e.g., economy, technology, 
demographics, work and family roles), called for a shift in the focus of career counseling and 
development theories, approaches and interventions.  Authors (e.g., Amundson 2003; Brown, 
1995; Brown & Lent, 1996; Gellat, 1991; Gottfredson, 1996; Mitchell & Krumboltz, 1996) 
proposed new career development models in an attempt to respond to the complexity of these 
factors, to these rapid changes and to the growing uncertainty.  Pope (2000) also noted that 
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international collaborations in the field of career counseling are increasing in the context of 
common socio-economic realities brought by globalization.  
Manifestations of the domain of career counseling have occurred across the world, 
parallel to the stages in the US.  A strong influence of the North American models and practices 
has been visible throughout career development elsewhere in the world (Watt & Sultana, 2004).  
The appearance of this domain differed across nations, being influenced by the context (Herr, 
1996).  According to Savickas (2003) there is strong evidence, especially over the last decades, 
that “career counselors in numerous countries are designing and developing indigenous models, 
methods, and materials that suit their culture and express their preferred ways of helping others” 
(p. 95).  
A review of vocational guidance and career counseling across different nations would go 
beyond the scope of this dissertation.  Given that the object of the current study is located in 
Romania, it is important to analyze the career counseling domain from this country in the context 
of the EU.  Thus a brief history of the field of vocational and career guidance and career 
counseling in the EU follows.  A major part of the history of Romania though is written outside 
of the borders of EU which supports the intent to present it separately, after the introduction of 
the European history.   
History of Career Counseling in Europe 
Similar to the history of the US, the field of vocational guidance is woven within the 
socio-economic and political fabric of the European context.  Reports of vocational guidance by 
policy makers in EU date back to its inception (i.e., 1957).  It was then recognized as an 
instrument to assist all individuals, including persons with disabilities (e.g. young persons, 
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school children, adults,) to choose occupations fit for their personal aptitudes and interests 
(Watts, Sultana, & McCarthy, 2010).  
Vocational Guidance in Europe  
The similarities between the focus of vocational guidance in Europe and in the US are 
striking.  In its incipient stages, there was a strong emphasis on “matching” as the main 
theoretical framework, and on using the psychometric practices associated with this model.  This 
may be a reflection of a variety of factors: the views on work and its role in individuals’ life in 
that particular era, the role of individuals in society, the scientific positivist movement that 
permeated all social sciences at that time, or the influences of the North American model.  
The 1980s and the 1990s brought new realities in the EU.  The increase in the number of 
state members (i.e., from nine countries in 1978 to 15 in 1995) encouraged economic mobility 
which consequently led to mobility of students, trainees, and workers.  The fall of communism in 
Europe in1989 created a vast influx of labor and intellectual force (i.e. highly educated 
individuals) from former Eastern and Central communist bloc due to economic restructuring 
(Nicolae, 2005; Niţa, 2005b).  Watts et al. (2010) contended that these newly created conditions 
influenced the role of vocational counseling within a new policy context (i.e., Treaty of 
Maastricht from 1992) that was heralding the need for consistency in educational and economic 
policies across EU members, while maintaining the subsidiarity principles in place (i.e., leaving 
the full administrative liberty to local organizing bodies).   
This new trend promoted by the EU inspired the creation of programs to foster 
collaboration among nations in the educational and employment domain.  Such educational 
projects went beyond their initial focus on supporting students’ and trainees’ mobility within the 
EU context.  The important goals and outcomes of these projects became promoting consistency 
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in the training of guidance counselors in Europe (e.g., Euro Guidance network), creating 
structures for career advisers and students counselors in higher education to exchange experience 
(e.g., European Forum for Student Guidance – Forum Européen de L’Orientation Académique: 
FEDORA), or developing associations for student guidance in higher education (e.g., European 
Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of University Students: ERASMUS) (Watts et al., 
2010).  
Similarly, vocational guidance gained visibility as a possible effective instrument in 
combating the long-term unemployment phenomenon and its costly economic effects (Watts et 
al., 2010).  Legislative measures (e.g., Treaty of Maastricht 1992; Treaty of Amsterdam 1997 – 
European Employment Strategy) encouraged the development of national employment policies 
based on shared EU interests and priorities.  Concurrently, a growth of computer databases and 
computer-aided guidance systems leads to an expanded networking for career and vocational 
information across the EU (Watts et al., 2010). 
Lifelong Learning Principle and Career Guidance and Counseling 
Although not recognized as a profession
8
 in the majority of  EU countries, the domain of 
vocational and career guidance was invested, according to Watts et al. (2010), with significant 
power within the EU educational and economic system, by the measures following the meeting 
of the European Council in 2000 (i.e., Lisbon Agenda).  Lifelong learning became one of the 
strategies to assure the newly proclaimed goal of the EU to become “the most competitive and 
dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world” (European Council, Lisbon, 23–24 March 
2000, Presidency Conclusions), in a society whose economic, politic, educational and cultural 
fabric was changing at a rapid pace.   
                                                 
8
 The necessary legal framework to recognize and regulate career counseling as a profession (e.g., licensing system) 
does not exist. 
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The focus on lifelong learning is apparent in the shift in terminology from vocation to 
career in the EU (i.e., career guidance).  For example, vocation implies a fixed notion of 
individual’s abilities for, and interest in, choosing an occupation, while career suggests a process 
in which these interests and abilities are shaped throughout life-span (Super, 1957).  Still, the 
domain is defined as career guidance as opposed to its counterpart in the US (i.e., career 
counseling).  This may be a reflection of the different socio-political beliefs and values and, 
concurrently, of the different ways in which individuals are seen in these contexts.  A number of 
researchers (Herr, 1996; Herr 2003; Watts, 1996) have suggested that the development of 
guidance and career services, and of the domain of career counseling field in general, reflect the 
social, cultural, economic,  political, educational and labor market context in which they 
occurred.  
Career guidance was recognized as having a key role in the policies promoting the 
engagement in the new trend: lifelong learning.  This recognition is reflected in the decision to 
form the Expert Group on Lifelong Guidance, as part of the Education and Training 2010 Work 
Programme of the European Union.  Watt et al. (2010) reported that “the expert group developed 
common reference tools for use by member-states on the aims and principles of lifelong 
guidance provision, criteria for assessing quality, and key features of a lifelong guidance system” 
(p. 98).  The Expert Group on Lifelong Guidance has also contributed to three extensive projects 
conducted to review the career guidance services and the national career guidance policies in 
Europe (Watt et al.).  
These three studies were designed, funded and conducted in collaboration with the 
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and World Bank as an 
initial step in encouraging convergence of guidance and career delivery systems (Watts & 
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Sultana, 2004).  They also included several non-European countries: Australia, Canada, Chile, 
the Philippines, Russia, South Africa and Turkey.  Watt and Sultana summarized the findings of 
these three studies that reviewed the national career guidance policies and the career guidance 
services of a total of 37 countries: 
- Fourteen countries (e.g., Australia, Canada, Germany) were included in the study 
conducted by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD);  
- Seven middle-income countries (i.e., Chile, Poland, Romania, the Philippines, Russia, 
South Africa, and Turkey) were surveyed by the World Bank using the OECD 
questionnaire;  
- All European Union state members were surveyed using the same OECD 
questionnaire.  
The definition of career guidance used in these three studies referred to: 
Services intended to assist individuals, of any age and at any point throughout their lives, 
to make educational, training and occupational choices to manage their career. These may 
include services in schools, universities, colleges, training institutions, public 
employment services, companies, voluntary/community sector, private sector.  
The services may be on an individual or group basis, and may be face-to-face or at a 
distance (including helplines and web-based services). They include career information 
(in print, ICT-based and other forms), assessment and self-assessment tools, counselling 
interviews, career education and career management programmes, taster programmes, 
work search programmes, and transition services. (Watt &Sultana, 2004, p. 107) 
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The OECD survey used in all these studies investigated several dimensions, which might 
influence the career guidance services and policies, such as: public policy goals, funding, 
leadership, delivery of services, staffing (Watt &Sultana).  
As one may surmise, the economic development of a country was reported to be a 
significant factor in the differences in the quality of career guidance policies and services across 
the surveyed countries.  Despite these differences, Watt and Sultana (2004) reported a general 
agreement across all countries included in the studies, in their expectation for public policy to 
promote career guidance as an instrument to address issues in: 
- Education (e.g., improving the efficiency of the education and training system and 
managing its interface with the labor market);  
- Labor market (e.g., matching between supply and demand and managing adjustments 
to change);  
- Social equity (e.g., supporting equal opportunities and promoting social inclusion).  
Similarities between the participants countries in these three studies were also noticed in 
the types and the localization of services offered to the public, the models, strategies, tools and 
resources employed , and in the design of the training (Watt & Sultana, 2004).  All these 
elements addressed the needs of individuals across life span, which is reflective of the lifelong 
learning framework of the policy goals.  Watt and Sultana speculated that the convergence 
across these elements may reflect policy borrowing, the dynamics of globalization, and the 
evident influence of models and services from the US and Canada (p.109).  
Watt and Sultana (2004) hypothesized that the findings of these studies (i.e., many 
similarities found between the career guidance policies and services of the participant countries) 
may be influenced by the content of the OECD questionnaire, which was used in all these three 
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projects.  These authors suggested that the differences between the surveyed countries were 
overlooked, because the OECD survey focused more on systems and structures that set the 
context for career services.  Such differences would have probably been more evident if the 
questionnaire addressed contents (i.e., specific components) and processes of career services.  
A limitation of the general conclusions presented by Watt and Sultana, (2004) is the fact 
that their study synthetized the results of three large comparative reports, which were framed in 
different ways.  For example, the EU study focused on reporting data about career guidance 
services (e.g., to whom, when, where, by whom and how it is offered).  The World Bank study 
reported “four general conclusions, one of which identifies five priorities for middle-income 
countries”.  The OECD report “defined 10 features of lifelong guidance systems, and six issues 
for policy-makers to address” (p. 119).  The authors recognized that, due to the general level at 
which they summarized the three studies, the unique influences of each nation’s traditions and 
history on their career guidance policies and services were probably overlooked.  
The purpose of the current study was to evaluate the GCDF Romania training program 
and the GCDF tasks performed by Romanian GCDF career counselors.  The specific components 
and processes of the career related services were addressed mainly through the assessment of 
tasks performed by the Romanian GCDF career consultants.  The systems and structures were 
evaluated through the use of demographic questionnaires.  The history of this domain in 
Romania will also be presented in the following section, as it sets the context in which the 
current study has relevance.  
In conclusion, the vocational movement that laid the foundation of the career counseling 
profession in the US has also occurred in Europe.  The evolution of this domain has been marked 
by the socio-economic and politic realities present on the old continent.  Career services are 
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generally organized under the umbrella of the vocational and career guidance domain and are 
offered by various specialists.  Still, despite the interest from the central level (EU) for using 
career guidance as an instrument to promote lifelong learning in educational and employment 
policies, career counseling is not organized as a profession in most EU countries.  
History of Career Counseling in Romania 
Peteanu (1997) suggested that the domain of career development and counseling in 
Romania lays on the foundation set by the vocational guidance movement which echoed from the 
US into most European countries.  The beginning of vocational guidance in Romania occurred in 
circumstances similar to those experienced by other EU nations: the rapid changes of the socio-
economic fabric at the beginning of the 20th century required an infrastructure for guiding the 
workforce.  Similar to other countries in Europe, placement and vocational guidance services 
were initially offered through an infrastructure of offices organized under the Ministry of Labor, 
and in designated offices within the school network (Peteanu).  Important ecological factors 
affected the ensuing development of vocational guidance in Romania (e.g., the annexation of lost 
territories to Romania after the First World War, the transition from an agrarian to an industrial 
society interrupted by the economic crisis in 1929-1933).  Authors (Peteanu, 1977; Szilagyi & 
Paredes, 2010) suggested three stages in the history of this domain in in Romania.  
Stage 1: Vocational Guidance in Romania before Communism 
Szilagyi and Paredes (2010) situated the first stage in the history of career counseling in 
Romania between 1924 and 1947.  This period was heavily influenced by the rapid economic 
growth experienced in Romania starting with 1934.  In contrast to the US, where the vocational 
movement was initiated by personalities from a variety of professions and fields (e.g., business, 
engineering, law), in Romania this domain developed as a specialization of psychology, which 
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was by then a well-established profession in Europe.  This field was strongly influenced by 
German and French theories and practices, placing a significant emphasis on psychometrics 
(Szilagyi, 2001).  
The Psycho-Technical Laboratories organized within universities (e.g., 1922, University 
of Cluj; 1930, University of Bucharest) are mentioned by authors (Dajiu, 2005; Peteanu, 1997) 
as the first institutions in the domain of vocational guidance.  In 1935 they were reorganized into 
three Psycho-Technical Institutes hosted in three major cities (i.e., Bucharest, Cluj and Iasi).  
These institutes were led by renowned scholars and functioned until 1950 under the Ministry of 
Labor.  Fifteen Vocational Guidance Offices were established adjacent to these Institutes.  Dajiu 
reported that both the Psycho-Technical Institutes and Vocational Guidance Offices “fully 
promoted the activity of professional orientation and selection” (p. 176).   
The main tasks of the Psycho-Technical Institutes consisted of: 
- Researching (e.g., creating and norming psychological instruments for personality, 
aptitudes; creating job profiles and professional monographies);  
- Informing campaigns on the benefits of vocational guidance and on the available 
service (e.g., directed to families, schools, labor and unemployment offices); 
- Training specialists for the tasks of selection and professional orientation (e.g., 
psychologists, medical doctors) for selection and professional orientation tasks 
(Peteanu, 1997).  
The main task of the Vocational Guidance Offices was to use the scientific tools in 
examining the workforce (e.g., psychology, medically), in guiding individuals towards the right 
professions and making recommendations for hiring or not for employers.  This was a mandatory 
task in the cities in which such offices existed.  Peteanu (1997) reported that the 
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recommendations made by the Vocational Guidance Office in regard to the prospective 
employees did not have a mandatory character in the decision making process of the employer. 
That is, the employer could hire a person that was not recommended by the Vocational Guidance 
Office if they wished so.  The vice versa was also possible.  The importance of using scientific 
methods for the professional selection and orientation of their employees motivated large 
industrial corporations to develop their own Psycho-Technical Laboratories (Dajiu, 2005; 
Peteanu).   
Stage 2: Vocational Guidance in Romania during Communism 
The second stage delineated by Szilagyi and Paredes (2010) comprised the beginning and 
the end of the Communist era (i.e., 1947 – 1989).  Whitmarsh and Ritter (2007) reported that this 
period was marked by radical and pervasive changes imposed by the former Soviet Union.  
These authors suggest that abolition of private property, promoted by Marx and Engels as the 
summary of the theory of Communists (1935 – 1948), had a central role in the creation of a 
classless society that imposed obedience and conformity among its members.  The economy 
became centralized and completely controlled by the state whose main goals were to 
industrialize it and to build a strong socialist society (Bachman, 1989).  
The educational system became the main instrument in supporting these two goals.  For 
example, education was free and mandatory up to the 10
th
 grade, serving the purpose of training 
workers for the needed sectors of industry, thus increasing the working class (Whitmarsh & 
Ritter, 2007).  Concurrently, Bachman reports that the number of slots available in universities 
was extremely reduced (i.e., 8% of the number of high school graduates).  In both cases, the 
design of the educational system reflected the economic needs of the country: the number of 
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available slots in professional and trade schools as well as in universities was directly dictated by 
the number and type of jobs needed to support the goal of building a strong industry.  
There is no surprise that under these new circumstances, a major shift also occurred at the 
policy making level concerning the vocational and guidance domain.  Peteanu (1997) reported 
that this domain was transferred to the Ministry of Education that created an entire infrastructure 
for administering these services (e.g., The Counsel for School and Vocational Guidance, The 
Office for School and Vocational Guidance, county inspectors for school and vocational 
guidance).  Peteanu claimed that during communism, school guidance gained recognition as an 
important domain with a well-organized infrastructure and a rich body of research.  However, 
Szilagyi and Paredes (2010) argued that the school guidance services offered “might be more 
accurately characterized as assignments because client choice was infrequently taken into 
account” (p. 24).  These services were provided by educational and professional guidance 
teachers (in Romanian language: Profesor de orientare şcolara şi profesională ).  These 
specialists were regular teachers, on various disciplines (not necessary social disciplines), who 
were trained to inform students about the educational and vocational options existing within the 
school and industry areas.  The theoretical framework used in this process had French and 
German influences (a basic model similar to the trait-factor theory in the US).  This process did 
not involve any counseling related interventions (Szilagyi, 2001).   
In Romania, similar to other “centrally planned economies under the Communist regime, 
there was little perceived need for career guidance services, unemployment did not officially 
exist, and people were largely allocated to their roles by selective processes; career was linked 
with individualism, and regarded as a social vice” (Watts & Sultana, 2004, p. 109).  Thus, people 
had only limited options when choosing a profession, and those choices were dictated by the 
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state (Szilagyi & Paredes, 2010).  Further, community and family also had an important role in 
career-related decisions (Szilagyi, 2001).  The need for achieving a certain social status and the 
desire for a certain level of financial safety resulted, in most cases, in families deciding for their 
children.  Giving the difficult social context and the traditional values which were promoted 
within Romanian families, the situation was understandable for those times.  Prior to the end of 
World War II and to the establishment of the communist regime, Romania was a farming culture, 
in which the head of the family (father, the oldest brother) made the decisions for the other 
members of the family, and roles were strictly defined according to gender. 
The state required that job placement be in accordance to the needs of economy.  After 
finishing school for a trade or a profession, individuals were assigned geographic locations   
based on an automatic system that took into consideration their place of residence and their 
school/academic results.  In this context, there was no need for individuals to acquire 
employability skills (e.g., job seeking skills) since the state was the main decision factor in 
placement.  According to Szilagyi and Paredes (2010), the passive role of individuals in deciding 
their careers created a sense of impotence.  It also created a false sense of safety, as the majority 
of the jobs were guaranteed for life, the seniority within the same company was always praised, 
and the State would support the workers to get integrated within the new community (by 
achieving a house, a car, etc.)  This mentality was soon to be challenged after the fall of the 
Communist regime in 1989, which marked the beginning of the third stage in the history of 
career counseling in Romania.  
Stage 3: The Development of Career Counseling after the Romanian Revolution  
 The Romanian Revolution of 1989 fundamentally changed the socio-economic and 
political ecology of this country (Bachman, 1989).  The Romanian labor force was completely 
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unprepared to survive in the new competitive environment created by the transition from the 
communist centralized economy to the free market, and by the emerging new private sector.  
Radical economic restructuring led to tremendous increase in unemployment, a totally foreign 
concept during communism.  The austere effects of these measures were exacerbated by the lack 
of a social support system for the unemployed (e.g., vocational and career guidance and 
counseling, training and placement).  This was a normal consequence of the fact that 
unemployment did not officially exist prior to 1989, during communism (Watts & Sultana, 2004). 
Concurrently, many young Romanians who were preparing to join the labor market were 
faced with scarce employment opportunities.  The existent job offers, that were most likely not in 
the profession for which these students were educated, were brought by foreign investors who 
were looking for local talents.  The applicants needed to go through hiring processes (e.g., 
professional job interviews) for which they had no prior knowledge or training.  This 
phenomenon revealed the gap between the old educational system, designed during the 
communist regime, and the demands of a new and free labor market.  The previous work 
certainty was almost immediately replaced by profound uncertainty. 
These new realities called for changes in the pre-communist infrastructure of vocational 
and guidance services.  Most importantly, Romania’s aspirations to become a member of the EU 
required alignment with the policies implemented at a European level in the vocational and 
career guidance domains.  New legislative measures discontinued the pre-Revolution 
infrastructure for delivering vocational and career guidance services, and created a new system 
for supporting Romanians’ needs for career counseling and development.  These legislative acts 
were promulgated in 1995 and in 1998 to formally advance career counseling and school 
counseling services (Szilagyi & Paredes, 2010). 
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Career counseling in educational settings.  The Education Law No. 84/1995 mandated 
the creation of Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Centers (PPACs) and Inter-School Psycho-
Pedagogical Assistance Centers (ISPPACs) as an infrastructure to offer counseling services to 
children, parents, and educational staff (Jigau, 2002; Szilagyi, 2005).  Jigau reported that PPPAC 
were organized in all Romanian counties, while ISPPAC were implemented in schools with more 
than 800 students or in groups of schools.  More specifically, the objectives of these institutions 
targeted students’ self-awareness, prevention of risk factors, improved relationships with families 
and schools, career guidance in the context of observed needs of the labor market, psychological 
examination, career counseling, and training teachers specialized in career guidance.  
Other vocationally oriented institutions in the educational system included the 
Information and Guidance Centers (IGC) and Complex Expertise Commissions for Psycho-
Diagnosis and Guidance for Students with Disabilities (Jigau, 2002).  IGC were organized in big 
universities with the objectives to offer information on existent tracks in higher education, 
consultancy on vocational route, psychological assistance, and information on the needs of labor 
market (Jigau).  An example of IGC is the Center for Counseling and Career Guidance 
(http://ccoc.pub.ro/ ) organized to offer educational, psychological and career counseling for 
students of one of the largest university in Romania (Polytechnic University of Bucharest).  
Programs for career information, guidance, and counseling in educational settings were 
developed by various state institutions in projects funded by EU (e.g., Phare, Tempus, Leonardo 
da Vinci, RICOP (Jigau, 2002).  For example, such an initiative was managed through the Phare 
Europe Aid/ 121446/D/S/RO project Technical Assistance to support the National Centre for 
Staff Training in Pre-University Education.  Eighteen schools participated in this project together 
with the team of specialists in the projects and from the University of Bucharest.  As a result, The 
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Guide for Career Guidance (Stevenson, Miclea, & Opre, 2007) was published, clarifying aspects 
pertaining to the career counseling and guidance services in Romanian schools (e.g., definitions, 
structures for providing services).  For example, the assessment in this project identified the 
following services offered in schools:  
- Career information: provided by employers, colleagues, parents, headmasters, school 
counselors; 
- Career education: offered by headmasters and school counselors;  
- Career guidance and Career counseling: conducted by school counselors and 
psychologists. Headmasters and professors can offer these services only at a basic 
level.  
It is interesting to note that career counselors are following the ethical guidelines developed by 
the Institute of Educational Sciences in 2004 (Institutul de Ştiinţe ale Educaţiei: ISE, 2004) 
Career counseling and labor market.  In 1995, the Information and Career Counselling 
project, created as a result of the World Bank evaluation in this domain (i.e., 1993), pointed out 
the necessity of  building a “ national coherent system for information and career counseling 
capable to answer the requirement enforced by the labor market dynamics ” (Jigau, 2002 , p.2 ). 
This project was the catalyst for an important legislative measure taken by the Ministry of Labor 
and Social Solidarity; Law No. 145/1998 led to the creation of Information and Guidance 
Centers and Information and Vocational Counseling Centers under the umbrella of the newly 
formed National Employment Agency (NEA).  
Jigau (2002) reported that these centers were organized at a regional, county, and local 
level and were expected to assist adults who were seeking employment with services.  The 
centers assisted adult clients in the following ways: training, certification and placement for 
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various professions/trades for which there is a demand on labor market, along with professional 
counseling services (e.g., vocational information, testing, assessment, career exploration).  Jigau 
also reported private initiatives that focused on selection and placement of the workforce (i.e., 
mainly for qualified and highly qualified workforce).  
The status of career counselors.  While these legislative measures created changes 
within the system for promoting career counseling and school counseling services, it is important 
to note that counseling, and more specifically career counseling, has not attained a professional 
status in Romania to date (i.e., February, 2012).  Counseling tasks in career and vocational 
centers (i.e., national, county and local level) are provided by career guidance counselors (in 
Romanian language: consilier orientare privind cariera), and by vocational counselors (in 
Romanian language: consilier vocaţional).  
Both of these jobs are described in the 2012 version of the Classification of Occupations 
in Romania
9
 : code 241208 for consilier orientare privind cariera (in English: career guidance 
counselor) and code 241222 for consilier vocaţional (in English: vocational counselors; 
Clasificarea ocupaţiilor din România, 2012).  Vocational counselors are required to have at least 
a high school, whereas career guidance counselors are required to have at least a bachelor 
degree.  Due to the fact that counseling is not a recognized profession, specialists who hold 
career guidance or career counseling related positions usually have a Bachelor’s degree in 
Psychology, Education, Social Work or Sociology (Szilagyi, 2005).  A similar situation is 
noticed in schools; school counselor (i.e., in Romanian language: consilier şcolar) is recognized 
as a job in COR with code 235903 and comes from the above mentioned areas.  
                                                 
9
 The Classification of Occupations in Romania (Clasificarea ocupaţiilor din România – COR) was updated and 
approved in 2011 by the Annex to the MMFPS Order no.1.832//856/2011regarding the approval of COR.   
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Moreover, although a Master’s degree in counseling is required by the law (i.e., and not 
by the COR) for employment in career and vocational centers, most professionals offering 
counseling services in these settings have a graduate degree in other fields such as: Education, 
Management, Human Resources  (Szilagyi & Paredes, 2010).  These authors noted that for 
professionals who do have a Master’s degree in counseling, their status as counselors is 
contextually defined.  School counselor cease to identify themselves as counselors once they 
leave the school counseling job.  For example, school counselors with a Bachelor’s degree in 
Psychology and a Master’s degree in counseling identify themselves as psychologists if they 
change their position from school counselors.  This leads to role confusion in relationship to 
other helping professions and among the clients (Szilagyi, 2005).  
Educational programs and GCDF in Romania.  Authors (Jigau, 2002; Szilagyi, 2005) 
noted that an important element in the development of professional counseling in Romania was 
the creation of counseling programs in several renowned universities (e.g., school counseling, 
psychological counseling, guidance and career counseling).  As of February 2012, a professional 
accreditation system does not exist, since career counseling is not yet a recognized profession in 
Romania.  Thus, the educators teaching and supervising in these counseling programs come from 
other professions, generally from psychology, education, social work, sociology, management 
(A. Szilagyi, personal communication, April 4, 2011).  The influence of their background is 
visible in the curriculum of the counseling programs in Romania.  
The theoretical component is dominant, and the practice of counseling skills is almost 
nonexistent, as there are no educators with background in counseling.  Thus, they lack skills and 
rely primarily on theory.  The psychologists, who often teach in these programs, focus on 
educating their students about formal assessment (e.g., projective tests, personality tests).  This is 
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reminiscence of the pre-communist stage, when the vocational guidance field was identifying 
itself within the context of psychology, and was relying heavily on psychometrics (Szilagyi & 
Paredes, 2010).  
The emphasis on formal assessment in the school and career counseling graduate 
programs has two implications (A. Szilagyi, personal communication, April 4, 2011).  First, it 
affects the quality of the services offered to the clients who seek career services.  For example, 
graduates from career counseling programs who hold a Bachelor in psychology have the 
advantage of their background and thus are able to understand these instruments.  Being licensed 
in psychology, they are also able to use these assessment instruments in their practice.  However, 
the graduates who hold a Bachelor in other domains (e.g., education, management, economy) 
and who graduate from these counseling programs are unprepared to use assessment for their 
future career interventions.  Moreover they do not have the right to apply them.  Second, the 
emphasis on formal psychological assessment instruments affects the identity of the domain of 
career counseling in Romania, which is perceived as functioning under the umbrella of the 
psychology profession.  This creates confusion for the general public about the type of services 
that they need and about the standards at which these services should be offered (Szilagyi, 2005).  
A significant shift regarding the training of Romanian students in the domain of career 
counseling was generated by the inclusion of the Global Career Development Facilitator (GCDF) 
curriculum among the courses of the master’s program Lifelong Education for Career 
Counseling (i.e., the first graduate program in the domain of career counseling in Romania; 
started in 2003 at Polytechnic University in Bucharest).  The GCDF course places a strong 
emphasis on practicing basic counseling skills, exploring personal issues pertaining to 
professional growth, relying on students’ previous experiences as the basis for new learning, 
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focusing on adult learning principles and experiential methods in teaching, and working with 
clients under supervision.   
This course was the first one in this field, to introduce the informal assessment as an 
important part of the career intervention process.  The students participating in the GCDF 
training need to undergo their own process of self-evaluation which consist of investigating their 
needs, values, aptitudes, interests, barriers and resources.  The objective of this training is to 
prepare specialists who are able to use informal assessment instruments for helping clients to 
explore all these elements, while, concurrently, employing basic counseling skills in supporting 
clients through this process of discovery.  Romanian GCDF career consultants are conducting 
career interventions in which the counseling process plays an important role.  Not only was this a 
novel experience for students, but it also challenged the way in which Romanian educators 
viewed the training in the field of career counseling and development.  As a consequence, the 
GCDF course was included in several other career counseling related programs in renowned 
Romanian universities.   
GCDF is a paraprofessional certification program in the field of career counseling and 
development that was created in the US by CCE, a division of NBCC.  In the US, the program 
was developed for facilitators who perform career activities (e.g., career group facilitators, job 
search trainers, career development case managers, intake interviewer, employment placement 
specialists), assisting career counselors (Mariani, 1998a; Splete & Hoppin, 2000).  The program 
was adapted to Romanian needs by NBCC Romania (i.e., division of NBCC International) with 
the intention of preparing career specialists and of developing a national certification system.  It 
is important to note that the objectives of the GCDF training and certification are different in the 
US, where career counseling is a recognized profession.  More details about the significance of 
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the GCDF, in the initial context in which it was created (US), are discussed in the section History 
of the Global Career Development Facilitator within the current chapter.  
In Romania, the graduates of this program are recognized as GCDF career consultants.  
This was an initial attempt to start a national certification, an important process in assuring the 
quality of professional services offered by counselors.  After the GCDF training was integrated 
in the curriculum of the master’s program at Polytechnic University of Bucharest in 2003, other 
graduate educational programs have incorporated this certification in their curriculum.  In 
Romania, GCDF was adopted by other domains, not necessary linked to counseling (e.g., 
business, management, education).  There were 300 certified GCDF career consultants in 
Romania, as of February 20
th
, 2012 and 50 are in training.  More details about the GCDF 
Romania certification and training program are provided in the section Global Career 
Development Facilitator Romania within the current chapter. 
Despite these initial attempts to build an educational infrastructure for training career 
counselors, Szilagyi (2005) has identified the lack of collaboration at a national level among 
Romanian counselor educators as a barrier to the professionalization of counseling.  Conferences 
hosted by various universities have called for presentations and articles pertaining to counseling, 
but Szilagyi noted that similar efforts at national levels appear to be disjointed. 
Concurrently, the newly created network of GCDF career consultant and other counseling 
scholars have played an important role in further developing the counseling profession.  For 
example, a Code of Ethics was developed by the Institute of Educational Sciences (ISE, 2004). In 
2009, the Romanian Counseling Association (Asociaţia Consilierilor Români: ACROM, 2009–
2010) was created.  The mission of the ACROM is emphasized in the following statements: 
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- Supporting the transition from counseling, as an occupation to counseling as a 
profession;  
- Establishing a legal framework for all counselors;  
- Developing and implementing of an Ethical Code and Quality Standards; 
- Supporting the development of a national certification in counseling.  
ACROM was created with the support of NBCC Romania who offered consultancy services 
throughout different stages (e.g., creation of bylaws, organization of first RCA conference). 
Important for the development of counseling programs and services in Romania were the 
collaborations with counselor educators and organizations from countries where counseling was 
an established profession per se (e.g., US, UK, Canada, and New Zealand) as well as from 
countries that are working towards the professionalization of counseling to their needs (e.g., 
Germany, Turkey).  Such projects were organized by efforts of NBCC Romania and several 
Romanian universities (Polytechnic University, Petru Maior University , Titu Maiorescu 
University, Spiru Haret University, Petroleum-Gas University).  
In conclusion, Romania has a long tradition of vocational guidance.  In its incipient 
stages, the development of this domain was marked by strong influences from the French and 
German practices.  During the 50 years of communism, the domain was marked by the general 
isolation that characterized the socio-politic climate of the country.  The post-communist 
development of this field has been equally influenced by the national needs as well as by the 
policies developed at a EU level.  The lifelong learning principles adopted by EU and Romanian 
policy makers (e.g., education, employment, economy) creates a context in which a theoretical 
shift from vocational guidance  to career counseling and development started to be made.  The 
foundation for the career counseling profession has been laid and the GCDF Romania program is 
47 
 
 
 
a significant component of this development.  More about this program will be described in the 
section dedicated to the GCDF Romania.     
Terminology 
Niles (in press) noted that “the field of career guidance has been linguistically 
challenged”.  It is noticeable that while career counseling is used to currently define this domain 
in the US, Europeans are using a multitude of terms to define the field under which career 
services are organized (e.g., vocational guidance, career guidance, career counseling ).  In 
Europe, the term vocation and guidance are still used despite the shift toward the life-long 
learning principle, which might seem as a contradiction; in the US the term career development 
was adopted specifically to denote this meaning of lifelong learning.  In Romania, while the state 
and European funded institutions are still using the terms vocation and guidance, there is an 
emergent shift towards replacing the term vocation with career, to better reflect the realities of 
our times.  Also, the term career counseling gains notoriety among the career services offered in 
Romania. 
In conclusion, the terms used to define the domain and the services offered have distinct 
meanings that are culturally and historically determined (Watts, 1996).  Vocational guidance was 
used in the incipient stages of the development of this field, both in the US and around the world.  
The terms career counseling and career development gained popularity in the 1950s in the US 
through the work of Super (1957) and were further institutionalized when the name of the 
National Vocational Guidance Association (1913-1983) was changed to the National Career 
Development Association in 1984 (Pope, 2000).  In Europe, because such a shift has not yet been 
made, various terms are being used interchangeably.  According to Guichard (2001), one 
argument in favor of this phenomenon is that the conceptual borderline between various terms 
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(e.g. educational or vocational counseling and career education) is “less clear-cut than (the) 
definitions might suggest” (p. 157). 
Niles (in press) called for a consistency among using these terms.  Still, given that the 
terms are generally contextually defined, this seems almost an impossible task.  For the purposes 
of defining terminology, what follows is grounded in a literature review of well-known 
specialists in the field, both in Europe and in the U.S. (e.g., Niles, Sampson, Watts). The 
terminology is presented below, following the order employed by Niles and Harris-Bowlsbey 
(2005). 
Career  
There is no doubt that the widespread use of the term career is due to Super, who 
proposed this word as better reflecting the realities of the U.S. in the 1950s, than vocation  (1955, 
1957).  Super (1980) defined career: 
“as the combination and sequence of roles played by a person during the course of a 
lifetime.  These roles include those of child, pupil or student, leisurite, citizen, worker, 
spouse, homemaker, parent, and pensioner, positions with associated expectations that are 
occupied at some time by most people, and other less common roles such as those of 
criminal, reformer, and lover (p. 282). 
  Most definitions of career incorporate and summarize concepts first mentioned by this 
prominent figure in the domain of career counseling.  In essence, career is a lifestyle concept 
(Niles & Harris-Bowlsbey, 2005), becoming “synonymous with life” (Mariani, 1998b, p. 30), 
and reflecting the “constellation of roles played over the course of lifetime” (Herr, Cramer, & 
Niles, 2004).  Mariani (1998b) noted that the concept of career has “grown right along with the 
professions of counseling and career facilitating” (p. 30).  
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Career Development  
 An important issue to clarify is that career development is an object of intervention; it is 
not correct to use it in the context “doing career development” but rather “doing career 
development interventions/activities” (Niles & Harris-Bowlsbey, 2005).  The most complex 
definition was provided by Sears (1982), who viewed career development as “the total 
constellation of economic, sociological, psychological, educational, physical, and chance factors 
that combine to shape one’s career” (p. 139).  Each of the elements in this definition are also 
described by other authors (e.g., Niles & Harris-Bowlsbey, 2005; Sampson, Reardon, Peterson, 
& Lenz, 2004)  
Career Development Interventions 
Career development interventions are generally defined as activities or efforts intended to 
enhance an individual’s career development or to enable the person to make better career-related 
decisions (Oliver & Spokane, 1988).  Career development interventions can take a variety of 
forms, such as the following: 
- Individual and group career counseling (Niles & Harris-Bowlsbey, 2005); 
- Individual session, workshop or courses designed to offer information and guidance in 
educational (e.g., choosing a major) and career selection (Oliver & Spokane, 1988; 
Shivy, Philips & Koehly, 1996; Varvil-Weld, & Fretz, 1983; Watts and Sultana, 
2004);  
- Career education services (Guichard, 2001; Watts & Sultana);  
- Career development programs (Herr & Cramer, 1996; Johnson, Smither, Holland, 
1981; Niles & Harris-Bowlsbey, 2005).  
- Career management programs (Watts & Sultana);  
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- Computer-assisted programs and computer information delivery systems (Oliver & 
Spokane);  
- Transition services (Watts & Sultana);  
- Assessment and self-assessment tools (e.g., Holland et al., 1981; Watts & Sultana); 
- Self-help materials (Holland et al., 1981; Holland, Rakai, Gottfredson, & Hanau, 
1978; Oliver & Spokane).  
The ultimate purpose of each of these services is to help people develop self-awareness and 
occupational awareness, to learn how to make decisions, to acquire job-search skills, to deal with 
uncertainty so that they can better adjust their occupational choices after they have been 
implemented, and to develop a framework to cope with school, job and personal stress 
(Guichard, 2001; Niles & Harris-Bowlsbey, 2005). 
Career Counseling  
Niles and Harris-Bowlsbey (2005) asserted that career counseling “involves a formal 
relationship in which a professional counselor assists a client, or group of clients, to cope more 
effectively with career concerns (such as) making a career choice, coping with career transitions, 
coping with job-related stress, or job searching” (p. 13).  An important element in this 
relationship is the establishment of rapport between the counselor and the client, which creates 
the necessary context for other processes such as: assessment, goals setting, progress evaluation, 
support for coping with stress (Niles & Harris-Bowlsbey).  In this process, the counselor can 
make decisions depending on client “progress, (to) either offer additional interventions or (to) 
terminate career counseling” (p. 13).  
Herr (1996) offered a thorough definition of career counseling; the only caveat is that in 
this context he equated the process of career counseling with career guidance:  
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It is generally true in all nations where career counseling and career guidance exist that 
the content of counseling or career guidance is not, for the most part, concerned with 
restructuring personality; rather, it is primarily concerned with helping youths and adults 
clarify, validate, or restructure perceptions of their abilities and preferences for work and 
how they may plan access to and meet the requirements to perform at levels or in ways 
that their parents, teachers, co-workers, employers, or other institutions in the social 
context will find acceptable, and provide them rewards, security or personal validation. 
Such processes may be interpreted by different nations as facilitating human capital 
development, improving equity and opportunity, reducing frictional unemployment, or 
facilitating individual career planning and choice (p. 10). 
Career Guidance 
Gladding (2004) made the distinction between career guidance and counseling: while the 
former process focuses on “helping individuals what they value most”, the former focuses “on 
helping them make changes” (p. 5).  He argues that “the decision –making aspect of guidance 
has long played an important role in the counseling process,” and that “it has historical 
significance.”  Finally, the process of help as it pertains to guidance “differs from the more 
encompassing word counseling” (p. 5). 
From an European perspective (Watt & Sultana, 2004), career guidance is viewed as 
encompassing, services intended to assist individuals, of any age and at any point throughout 
their lives, to make educational, training and occupational choices to manage their career.  These 
may include services in schools, universities, colleges, training institutions, public employment 
services, companies, voluntary/community sector, and the private sector.  In conclusion, it is 
evident from both definitions, that while the career counseling process focuses on assisting 
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individuals making changes, the career guidance process can be seen as a precursor of the 
former, focusing on identifying and making choices.  
Career Counseling and Globalization 
The rise of the postindustrial society (Bell, 1973) overlapped with the beginning of a 
phenomenon that affected the entire world: globalization.  Social scientists explained and 
demonstrated the causes and the effects of globalization (e.g., Beck, 2000; Jarvis, 2007). 
Following the principle of parsimony, Spence (2011), the recipient of Nobel Prize in Economics 
in 2001, defined globalization as “the process by which markets integrate worldwide” (p. 28). 
The technological advancements characteristic to the information era (Guichard, 2001; 
Tractenberg, Streumer, & van Zolingen, 2002) bilaterally influenced the accelerated rhythm of 
globalization (Spence). 
Perhaps the most important effect of globalization consists in the structural economic 
changes, especially in developed and developing countries (Spence, 2011).  At a national level, 
these changes trickled down to anything from the price of goods, to job patterns, redistribution of 
employment opportunities and wages almost everywhere.  At a global level, migration, “a 
constant characteristic of the history” (p. 91) is a reality with profound influence on the socio-
economic fabric of countries or regions (Niţa, 2005b).  Opinions are divided about the risks 
presented to societies and individuals; while some are ready to point out the social inequities and 
the economic risks (Beck, 2000; Niţa, 2005a, 2005b), others are optimistic about the 
opportunities created by globalizations (e.g., Jarvis, 2007). 
For career counseling and development professionals, understanding the basic 
implications of globalization can help in educating their clients about the realities of the labor 
market and of the policies that can influence their career chances.  For example, Spence (2011) 
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noticed that globalization created disparities in the employment opportunities across the US (i.e., 
highly educated individuals have more chances to find a job compared with the less educated 
ones) and that is imperative that policy makers address “these distributional effects and their 
structural underpinnings” (p. 28) through long-term policies.  These are the types of events and 
policies that have influenced the evolution of the career counseling profession across nations.  
Watts (1996b) asserted that changes brought by globalization in the socio-economic 
fabric of societies have an irreversible effect on the evolution of career models.  He described: 
The traditional model of career is fragmenting.  This process represents a “career-
quake”: a shaking of the foundations of traditional structures, but with the opportunity to 
build new and more robust structures in its wake (p. 210- 211).  
Another important effect of globalization discussed in the context of career counseling 
and development, consists in the fact that similar phenomena (e.g., changes in socio-economic 
structures, employment, education, training) occur across the world, in different countries (Pope, 
2000; Tractenberg et al., 2002; Watt &Sultana, 2004).  This provides opportunities to learn from 
the history of other countries that have already experienced similar stages, rather than 
reinventing the wheel.  It also offers the context for international collaborations among “career 
counseling professionals (…) to provide the social leadership required in times of transition and 
crisis” (Pope, p. 209).  
History of the Global Career Development Facilitator 
The Global Career Development Facilitator (GCDF) certification program illustrates that 
globalization created not only comparable needs for career services across the world, but also 
offered opportunities for cross-cultural collaboration in this field.  The GCDF program emerged 
from the federally funded project Career Development Facilitator, developed in 1997 as a result 
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of the collaboration between the Center for Credentialing and Education (CCE), the National 
Career Development Association (NCDA), National Occupational Information Coordinating 
Committee (NOICC), and the Career Development Training Institute at Oakland University in 
California (Splete & Hoppin, 2000; Niles, Engels, & Lenz, 2009). 
The Career Development Facilitator (CDF) 
The CDF project was initiated as a result of the growing needs for better career 
development services, noticed after the beginning of post-industrial era in the US, when 
downsizing lead to unemployment and career transition (Mariani, 1998a; Splete & Hoppin, 
2000).  
The national survey.  The first step in the CDF project was funded by NOICC and 
consisted in the organization of a needs assessment of career development providers, generically 
named facilitators.  The rationale for using this term was to survey career providers from as 
many educational and professional backgrounds  as possible, including but not limited to the 
American Society for Training and Development, NCDA, National Certified Counselors (NCC),  
National Employment Counseling Association, National Rehabilitator Association, Military 
Education Counselor Association, the Career Planning and Adult Development Network, Job 
Training Placement Act personnel, employment security commissions corporations, community 
agencies, colleges and universities, private practice (Splete & Hoppin, 2000).  
The survey that was sent to participants included 82 items, organized in 10 categories.  
No information regarding the total number of respondents for this national survey was reported.  
The items were based on NCDA competencies for career counselors and other items relevant to 
the work of facilitators (e.g., developing strong presentation skills).  Splete & Hoppin (2000) 
reported that the participants “were asked to rate the importance of each survey item to their job 
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and then indicate the item for which they would like to improve their skills or knowledge” (p. 
342).  The descriptive results indicated that career development providers needed more training, 
specifically in certain areas (e.g., special populations, labor market, presentation skills, program 
management, ethics).  
The CDF curriculum.  The results of the initial survey were the catalyst for the creation 
of a curriculum to respond to the needs voiced by respondents.  NOICC continued to fund the 
CDF curriculum.  The foundation for this curriculum consisted in the competencies that resulted 
from the survey.  Collaborations between project members, counselor supervisors of career 
development staff, directors of community and governmental agencies, business and industry 
personnel, and national career development experts, were critical in the development of the 
curriculum as well (Splete & Hoppin, 2000).  
The following 12 competencies emerged:  
1. Helping skills.  Be proficient in the basic career facilitating process while including 
productive interpersonal relationships.  
2. Labor market information and resources.  Understand labor market and occupational 
information and trends.  Be able to use current resources.  
3. Assessment.  Comprehend and use (under counselor supervision) both formal and 
informal career development assessments with emphasis on relating appropriate career 
development assessments to the populations served.  
4. Diverse populations.  Recognize special needs of various groups and adapt services to 
meet their needs.  
5. Ethical and legal issues.  Follow CDF Code of Ethics and know current legislative 
regulations.  
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6. Career development models.  Understand career development theories, models, and 
techniques as they apply to lifelong development, gender, age, and ethnic background.  
7. Employability skills.  Know job search strategies and placement techniques, especially 
in working with specific groups.  
8. Training clients and peers.  Prepare and develop materials for training programs and 
presentations.  
9. Program management and implementation.  Understand programs and their 
implementation and work as a liaison in collaborative relationships.  
10. Promotion and public relations.  Market and promote career development programs 
with staff and supervisors.  
11. Technology.  Comprehend and use career development computer applications.  
12. Consultation and supervision.  Accept suggestions from supervisor for performance 
improvement from consultants or supervisors (Splete & Hoppin, 2000, p. 343-344). 
The resemblance between the NCDA competencies for career counselors and the CDF 
competencies is noticeable (Mariani, 1998 a).  This is to be expected given that the foundation of 
this program lays on the needs assessment surveys designed based on the NCDA competencies 
for career counselors.  Mariani (1998 b) noted that this comprehensive set of competencies is 
also overlapping with competencies pertaining to counseling in general.  He argues that in this 
new post-modern era, any counselors should be able “to master the use of career and labor 
market information resources and the technologies making them available” (Mariani, 1998b, p. 
33). 
The GCDF curriculum has four modules, each lasting about 30 classroom hours.  These 
are typically delivered (in what format), and include:  
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- Career development overview, theory, and information;  
- Helping and assessment skills;  
- Career information, resources, and program design;  
- Reality checks, goal setting, and action plans. (Mariani, 1998a; Splete & Hoppin, 
2000) 
The first GCDF course was offered in 1996 (Mariani, 1998a). NOICC and the NCDA shared 
responsibility for “disseminating, improving, and promoting the CDF curriculum” (Mariani, 
1998a, p. 39)  
Creating a national certification.  Career Development Facilitators (CDF) serve as 
career group facilitators, job search trainers, career resources center coordinator, career coaches, 
career development case managers, intake interviewer, occupational and labor market 
information resources personal, human resource career development coordinators, employment 
placement specialists, and workforce development personally (Mariani, 1998a; Splete & Hoppin, 
2000).  CDFs usually assist career counselors in their activities.  The complexity of this project, 
as well as the large numbers of individuals interested in the CDF program, motivated the 
development of a national certification that would recognize the training and background of 
CDFs.  Generally, a national credential reflects a sign of professionalism: “Number one, it 
enables you to show the public your expertise. And second, it helps you get appropriate 
referrals” (Clawson, as cited in Mariani, 1998b, p. 35). 
Authors (Mariani, 1998a; Splete & Hoppin, 2000) reported that the CCE was the body 
that offered the infrastructure for creating and administrating the CDF certification.  According 
to Splete and Hoppin, “the CDF credential was developed to provide standards, training 
specification, and credentials to formally recognize those career providers who do not meet the 
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professional counseling requirement” (p. 344).  The CDF applicants needed to meet certain 
criteria for certification (education, corresponding career development work experience, 
supervision, professional ethics, and a fee) and to have been participating in the CDF training.  
The first applications for the CDF certification were processed in January 1998 (Mariani, 1998a).  
To maintain their credentials, CDFs needed to meet continuing education requirements.  
The Global Career Development Facilitator 
The development of the GCDF training curriculum and certification program is the result 
of international collaborations between NBCC and institutions (public and private) from 
countries interested in designing and implementing career development training and certification 
programs that respond to their country-specific needs.  Built on the foundation set by CDF, 
GCDF is “a career development paraprofessional certification program aiming to offer country-
specific standardization and recognition to career development professionals, worldwide” (Niles 
et al., 2009, p. 362).  The first GCDF credentials were awarded in 1998 in the US, followed by 
New Zealand in 2000, and in Japan in 2001.  As of February, more than 17,600 GCDF 
certifications have been awarded in 14 countries: Bulgaria, Canada, China, Cyprus, Germany, 
Greece, Japan, Korea, Macedonia, New Zealand, Romania, Taiwan, Turkey, and United States; 
the program is under development in Portugal.  
The GCDF curriculum.  While the GCDF curriculum maintained the same modularized 
learning format as the CDF, its structure and content underwent thorough changes in order to 
respond to the contemporary, country-specific realities.  The general curriculum has currently 
seven modules: 
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1. Career Development Theories.  This module emphasizes the importance of relying on 
theoretical frameworks in the career intervention process.  It reviews the well-known 
theories in the field of career counseling and development.  
2. Communication Skills and the Helping Process.  This module focuses on building 
basic counseling skills.  It also describes important elements of the helping process.  
3. The Assessment Process.  The module emphasized self-evaluation as an important 
process for assessment.  It includes a variety of informal instruments that GCDFs are 
required to apply to themselves, as a means to learn how to use them with clients.  
10
 
4. The Training Process and Career Development Programs.  The focus in this module is 
to provide GCDFs with basic information and skills pertaining to the design and 
delivery of training.  It also addresses basic details regarding the development and the 
promotion of career development programs.  
5. Decision and Planning and Job Search Strategies.  This module provides GCDFs with 
the necessary skills and information to support their clients in making career related 
decisions and in job searching. 
6. Labor Market.  This module describes general and country-specific information related 
to the labor market (e.g., demographic data, labor market legislation, institutions). 
7. Ethical and Legal Issues.  This module focuses on equipping GCDFs to deal with 
ethical and legal situations. 
                                                 
10
 All the assessment tools covered by the GCDF curriculum are informal.  Since 2009, CCE provides US certified 
GCDFs with the possibility of using the formal instruments BeMIS (the Behavioral Management Information 
System). As of February 2012, BeMIS is in the process of being normed in 10 countries (Bulgaria, Cyprus, 
Germany, Greece, Macedonia, Malaysia, Portugal, Romania, Taiwan, Turkey ).  BeMIS “measures, interprets and 
reports six categories of global behavior (productiveness, assertiveness, sociability, individuality, well-being and 
submissiveness), 37 important personality variables, emotional intelligence, and character strengths and virtues. The 
career-specific information provided by BeMIS includes approach to life, reasoning method, cognitive style, 
potential career areas, and career-relevant personality strengths and constraints.” (The GCDF Connection 
Newsletter, Fall 2009, p. 9  ) 
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Each of these modules address the same 12 core competencies based on which the initial 
CDF curriculum was built
11
.  These competencies are also found among those established by the 
NCDA and the International Association for Educational and Vocational Guidance (IAEVG) for 
career counselors (Niles et al., 2009).  
Each country that adopted the GCDF program has adjusted the curriculum to their career 
development realities and needs.  This process is typically conducted by local experts in social 
science fields (career development, education, labor market, human resources, business) from 
these countries and it supervised by the CCE.  These experts work with the local GCDF partner 
under CCE’s supervision, who remains the certifying body for GCDF.  Adapting the curriculum 
to each country’s needs is possible due to the flexible character of the sub-competencies included 
in the12 areas.  Thus, while these 12 core competencies remain the same across the GCDF 
countries, some of the sub-competencies are national specific.  
For example, sub-competencies pertaining to the core areas of Labor Market Information 
and Resources, Assessment, Diverse Populations, Employability Skills are likely to differ from 
one country to another, based on their needs and realities.  Each national GCDF curriculum is 
likely to differ in these areas.  For example, the GCDF Germany curriculum places a heavy 
emphasis on Diverse Populations since this is a matter of importance on the agenda of policy 
makers.  Another example: the GCDF curriculum includes informal assessment tools that 
GCDFs can use to explore clients’ needs, values, interests, resources, barriers etc.  These tools 
are usually supplemented in national GCDF curriculum with ones that are relevant for country-
specific needs.  Finally, the modules addressing labor market and ethical and legal issues are 
generally completely different from one GCDF national curriculum to another.  
                                                 
11
 The CDF area of competency Consultation and supervision was changed for the GCDF program to Supervision, 
until the end of 2011, when it was modified to Consultation. The sub-competencies covered by this area of 
competency remained the same, despite the change of name. 
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The GCDF training relies on a variety of instructional methods for distance and face to 
face learning.  Regardless of the format used, participants receive intra-modular assignments and 
are expected to apply their previous professional and life experience to their tasks.  The face to 
face training emphasizes group exercises, working on case studies and projects, and practicing 
skills.  
GCDF certification.  Similar to the curriculum, the certification requirements are also 
country-specific, although in Europe similarities are noticeable across all categories.  The 
following are the requirements for becoming GCDF certified: 
- Minimum education (e.g., Bachelor's degree or higher in Bulgaria, Romania, Turkey, 
Macedonia, Greece; High School or higher in Germany). 
- Minimum expertize.  In Romania, Bulgaria and Greece, applicants need to have 200 
hours of program-related practical experience under supervision. Turkey and Germany 
operate based on a sliding scale (e.g., Germany: 5600 hours for high school graduates, 
4200 for Associate's degree, 2800 for Bachelor's degree, and 1400 for graduate level).   
- Complete 120 hours of GCDF training.  
- Agree to comply with the GCDF ethical guidelines. 
- Pass evaluations of knowledge and skills. 
- Work on a client case under the direct supervision of the GCDF trainer.  
In order to maintain the certification, GCDF career consultants need to be engaged in continuous 
education activities (75 hours in 5 or 3 years).  The certificate is valid for five years in Bulgaria, 
Cyprus, Greece, Macedonia, Portugal, Romania, and Turkey, and for three years in Germany.  
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 GCDF Portability.  GCDFs have the possibility of receiving certification in countries 
other than the ones in which they have been initially certified.  In order to achieve portability, 
GCDFs need to: 
1. Contact the GCDF Program Partner for which they are seeking portability. 
2. Complete an approved GCDF supplement training that includes the identified country-
specific areas of the GCDF core competencies. 
3. Meet all other established requirements for the GCDF program they are seeking 
portability. 
 The GCDF certification training is designed to train career consultants from various 
educational and professional backgrounds, thus meeting the realities of the countries in which it 
is adopted.  Authors (Niles et al., 2009) have mentioned the GCDF program in the context of the 
innovative training program to prepare career practitioners.  The GCDF certification offers to the 
public, a guarantee of professionalism in the field of career development.  Especially in countries 
where career counseling is not yet a recognized profession, this program helps in building 
professional standards.  The certification has been adopted by educational programs or by 
nonprofit institutions in various countries in Europe (e.g., Bulgaria, Greece, Germany, 
Macedonia, Portugal, Turkey).  For example, in Bulgaria, the GCDF certification was adapted to 
country-specific realities and was adopted by the Ministry of Education as an educational 
requirement for school counselors.  
GCDF research.  Empirical studies that explored the effectiveness of the GCDF 
curriculum (i.e., original or country-specific) are scarce.  CCE has published anecdotal 
qualitative data regarding the implementation of the GCDF certification in institutions in various 
countries, updated descriptive statistics about the number of certified individuals, details and 
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resources on the GCDF and GCDF trainer processes of certification and recertification, but to 
date, there have been no controlled outcome studies.  
 CCE informal survey.  CCE published an informal survey in the GCDF Connection 
newsletter (Spring 2004) inviting GCDFs to provide data that would help CCE to improve and 
update the GCDF training curriculum.  As of April 2004, CCE reported 4093 certified GCDFs in 
the US (3599), New Zealand (4) and Japan (490).  This survey assessed demographic data, 
frequency ratings for the use of GCDF competencies in the workplace of certified individuals, 
and perceived effectiveness of the credential in one’s job and advancing one’s career.  Only 30 
GCDFs participated in this study.  Despite the global character of the certification, the survey did 
not ask demographic questions regarding participants’ nationality.  While this initial attempt 
provided some anecdotal data regarding the evaluation of the GCDF, the sample size was 
restricted and limited the generalizability of the results.  Moreover, the process for evaluating a 
training program requires a more comprehensive and thorough empirical investigation. 
GCDF Germany study.  The first empirical study evaluating the GCDF training was 
conducted in Germany, in summer 2011 by Barbara Weissbach, Hans Jurgen Weissbach and 
Carlotta Ahrens.  This study, which was not yet published, had two goals.  First, it explored the 
effectiveness and relevance of specific GCDF tools included in the German curriculum, in the 
context of the GCDFs’ practice. Second, it investigated the self-reported effect of the GCDF 
training, on the strategies and behaviors of GCDF Germany employment coaches
12
.  
Participants.  The sample of this study was small.  It consisted of 54 GCDF Germany 
employment coaches and 41 members of the control group.  The employment coaches received 
the GCDF training in five institutions from both Eastern and Western Germany, between six 
months and two and a half year before this study was conducted.  The authors reported that most 
                                                 
12
 The term generally used for GCDFs in Germany is “employment coaches” 
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participants worked as employment coaches, or as labor market integration coaches in public job 
centers or communities.  They served clients with history of long-term unemployed and older 
than 50 years.  Nearly 55 percent of participants were reported to be over 40 years old (M = 43).  
The sample consisted of 29 women and 25 men.  Nearly 50 percent of all participants had more 
than 60 months job experience.  The authors reported that all participants reflected very well the 
structure of the total GCDF course participants during the last five years (i.e., 85 percent were 
employees of job centers and Optionskommen centers).  
Methodology.  The self-report questionnaire contained items that assessed the most 
important advantages of the GCDF training, the less relevant content of the training, the 
frequency of use of GCDF-tools, and the impact of the training on themselves and on their 
clients.  The list of tools addressed by this survey was not comprehensive, as it did not cover the 
GCDF Germany curriculum in its entirety.  The authors (Weissbach et al., 2011) explained that 
they did not intend to evaluate the whole training curriculum; this was designed to be a pilot 
study.  However, they did not provide a rationale for their choice of tools included in this survey.  
Moreover, they used interchangeably the terms instruments and tools, although some of the 
elements evaluate were skills or tasks.   
Self-reported effectiveness of GCDF Germany tools.  These tools were not categorized by 
the 12 general areas of competency of the GCDF curriculum.  When comparing them with the 
task items included in the GCDF Romania Tasks survey (the instrument used in the current 
study), some similarities are evident.  For example, the tools most often used by German GCDFs 
can be classified under the general areas of competency: Helping Skills (e.g., Open W-questions 
(When? Who? What? How? questions; Mirroring; Emotional interventions), Employability Skills 
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(Functional CV), and Assessment (Analysis of transferable skills, Working with beliefs, Favorite 
activities, Analysis of needs according to Maslow, 4-S model, SMART model). 
The authors (Weissbach et al., 2011) noted that very complex tools (e.g., Kolb’s learning 
style inventory, profiling of highly qualitied clients,  intercultural communication) were not 
reported to be used frequently by German GCDFs.  Eleven tools, addressed by various 
competency areas of the GCDF Germany training program, were reported to be used often by 
more than 50 percent of the GCDF, 14 by 25 to 50 percent of the GCDF, and only 9 tools by less 
then 25 percent.  Based on these results, the authors concluded that cognitive retention is high, 
given that some of the courses had been finished more then 18 months before the survey. 
Self-reported effec of the GCDF Germany training.  The majority of German GCDFs 
reported having found the training either very important (33.3 percent) or rather important (40.7 
percent).  The authors reported that the participants, who rated the GCDF training as less 
important, were people who had already been trained in communication skills (e.g., social 
workers) and elder placement agents.  Twenty seven participants rated the following GCDF 
Germany curriculum content as less important: 
- The low efficiency of internet-supported job search which could be due to course-
related factors in one institution (lack of computers etc.); 
-  Institutional factors like lack of possibility to contact employers because of internal 
division of labour in job centers; 
- Lack of possibility to make use of new social media for the target group 50+.  
The German GCDFs reported being more satisfied in their job after the GCDF training 
than before.  Despite this, the results showed that clients of the GCDFs did not have a significant 
increase in the number of  job interviews they obtained.  However, the GCDFs reported that the 
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activity levels of their clients improved, that they felt better prepared for the job interviews, and 
that obtained jobs more often than prior to receiving their services.  Finally, GCDFs reported that 
clients felt better prepared to deal with  disappointing experiences as a result of participating in 
the career counseling process.   
This was the first empirical study to evaluate a GCDF training program.  As noted, it has 
several limitations (e.g., small sample size, not comprehensive).  The authors call for future 
evaluation efforts after this pilot survey.  In this context, the current study is the first to to 
evaluate a GCDF training pogram in its entirity.  
Global Career Development Facilitator Romania 
Global Career Development Facilitator (GCDF) is the first national certification in the 
field of career counseling and development in Romania.  GCDFs who obtain this certification are 
officially recognized by CCE as career consultants.  This title reflects the realities in the domain 
of career counseling in Romania, and in Europe in general, compared to the climate in the US 
(Szilagyi, 2007).  In the US, GCDF specialists work in teams with career counselors, offering 
assistance for various career services (e.g., career information, resources) without being involved 
in the career counseling process.  
In Romania, where career counseling is a domain working towards professionalization, 
GCDFs are prepared to operate a variety of career development interventions.  Szilagyi (2007) 
noted that the title career consultant for GCDF in Romania was chosen for two specific reasons.  
First, Global Career Development Facilitator needed to be adapted for the Romanian public and 
a team of experts proposed this term.  Second, the term counselor was avoided due to its 
ambiguity in a context in which the counseling profession is not yet recognized.  
GCDF Romania Curriculum. 
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Both the curriculum and certification requirements were adapted to Romanian realities. 
NBCC Romania, one of the national offices of NBCC-International was in charge of 
standardizing the program in this country.  The GCDF Romania training program consists of 120 
training hours and 12 competency areas.  However, these areas have been modified at the level 
of the sub-competencies in accordance to the recommendations offered by a team of Romanian 
experts in this field.  The GCDF career consultant is prepared to offer career services (e.g., 
informing, guidance, education, counseling) for individuals and organizations at high standards 
of quality (certificate ISO 9001:2008, NBCC Romania).  
As previously discussed, , the GCDF Romania training program addresses areas of 
competency that are lacking  from the educational experience of the students prepared in the 
career counseling field.  The Romanian GCDF training program was the first to introduce 
informal assessment as an important part of the career intervention process.  It also places a 
strong emphasis on practicing basic counseling skills, on personal development, on ethical 
issues, and on working under supervision.  
GCDF and Career Counseling and Development in Romania 
The GCDF Romania program has been incorporated in several graduate educational 
programs.  It was first taught in 2003, when it was included among the eight courses of the 
curriculum of a career counseling graduate program in Romania 2003.  The GCDF Romania 
training program was also introduced in graduate programs in the field of business, management, 
or education, disciplines not necessary linked to counseling.  The GCDF program was included 
in the curriculum for undergraduate students (at Petroleum-Gas University of Ploiesti), just once, 
during the academic year 2008-2009.  
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Currently (i.e., as of February 2012) the program is included only at a graduate level, in 
master’s programs in three prestigious universities in Romania: 
- The University of Bucharest (http://www.unibuc.ro/e/ ), within the School Counseling 
master program (http://www.unibuc.ro/en/master_pscs_en ); 
- Titu Maiorescu University (http://www.utm.ro/utm/en/index.html), within the School 
Psychology and Career Counseling master program; 
- Politehnica University of Bucharest (http://www.pub.ro/ ), within the master program 
Lifelong Learning for Career Counseling. 
Four private businesses also became GCDF partners (Authorized GCDF providers; 
NBCC Romania), offering the GCDF training in their portfolio of services.  There were 300 
certified GCDF career consultants in Romania, as of February 20
th
, 2012.  Fifty more students 
are currently participating in the GCDF Romania training, which is provided both by these 
business partners and by university graduate programs.  
GCDF Romania Certification Requirements 
The conditions required for GCDF in Romania are generally similar to those existent in 
most European countries; candidates should fulfill several basic conditions: 
1. Have a bachelor degree or higher (all majors are accepted); 
2. Have a minimum 200 hours in activities related to career consulting (management, 
human resources, training, education, consulting).  
3. Complete 120 hours of GCDF training.  
4. Agree to comply with the GCDF ethical guidelines. 
5. Pass evaluations of knowledge and skills. 
6. Work on a client case under the direct supervision of the GCDF trainer.  
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The certificate is valid for 5 years and recertification is conditioned by participating in 75 hours 
of continuous education and re-signing the agreement of respecting the GCDF Ethical Code.  
Continuous education activities include: participating to or organizing workshops, participating 
to GCDF curriculum development, conducting research and writing articles, etc.  All these 
activities need to address the GCDF competency areas. 
Training Evaluation 
Evaluation is central to validating the training program, as well as the training 
professionals, and in improving future programs (Kirkpatrick, 1996).  Evaluation is conducted to 
verify the “accomplishment of learning objectives” and “the attainment of requisite knowledge 
and skills” (Kraiger, Ford, & Salas, 1993, p. 312).  Training evaluation has been used for decades 
as measure of accountability in state institutions (e.g., military, federal government), 
organizations of various sizes, and educational programs (e.g., secondary and tertiary education).  
An important step in evaluating the effectiveness of a training program consists of 
choosing the most appropriate framework and criteria.  Authors (Arthur, Bennett, Edens, & Bell, 
2003; Kirkpatrick, 1996; Kraiger et al., 1993) have suggested a variety of elements that can be 
considered in the training evaluation process (e.g., the objectives of training, outcome measures 
need to be conceptually related to intended learning objectives, the training method, the skill or 
task characteristic trained, the setting in which it occurred, the requirements of the company 
whose employees have been trained).  For example Kraiger et al. argued that:  
training and training evaluation can target a number of learning constructs, including 
declarative knowledge relevant to valued skill; development of complex and useful 
mental models for storing, organizing, and applying knowledge; development of 
strategies and executive functions for monitoring and regulating skilled performance; 
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development of compilation skills such as proceduralization and composition; 
development of fluidity or automaticity in retaining and accessing knowledge; 
development and internalization of appropriate attitudes toward the focus of instruction; 
and changes in motivational tendencies (p. 322). 
There is a general agreement in the field of training evaluation that Kirkpatrick’s Four-
Level Model is the most widely framework used (Omar et al., 2009; Salas & Canon-Bowers, 
2001; Van Buren & Erskine, 2002).  Well established in this field starting with late 1950s 
(Kirkpatrick 1959a, 1959b, 1960a, 1960b), this model has been characterized as “the most 
influential and prevalent approach among practitioners, and, to a certain extent, researchers” 
(Alliger et al., 1997, p. 342), or “state-of-the-art training evaluation” (Kraiger et al., 1993, p. 
312).  It has been used in evaluating trainings in organizations (e.g., Blanchard, Thacker, & Way, 
2000), as well as educational programs in teaching (Wong & Wong, 2003) or health (Omar et al., 
2009).  Authors have contended that this model is fit to be evaluating medical programs 
(Beckman & Cook, 2007) or instructional design (Dick & Johnson, 2007).  
Kirkpatrick’s Four-Level Model 
This model identifies four hierarchically ordered levels of evaluation (Kirkpatrick 1959a, 
1959b, 1960a, 1960b, 1996): 
- Level 1: Reaction (i.e., trainee’s feelings about the training);  
- Level 2: Learning (i.e., principles, facts, and techniques understood and absorbed by 
trainees);  
- Level 3: Behavior exhibited at the work place as a result of participating in training; 
- Level 4: Organizational results (i.e., final results that occur due to training such as 
client satisfaction). 
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Dick and Johnson (2007) suggested that Kirkpatrick’s levels identified in 1959 
“essentially refer to what we would now call summative evaluation” (p. 149).  The authors 
contended that Kirkpatrick’s model of evaluation “expands the application of formative 
evaluation to the performance or job site” (p. 153).  They explained that reaction and learning 
levels from this model are evaluated with questionnaires and posttest approaches, which had 
been used for decades by instructional designers.  This data would be used for formative 
evaluation, since it indicated the problems that “learners had with the instruction (and it 
suggested) what changes might be made to improve it “(p. 153).  Dick and Johnson (2007) 
suggested that level 3 (behavior) and 4 (results) evaluations can also be viewed from the 
formative point.  The data collected at level 3 indicates whether the skills learned in training are 
used in the performance context, and it can be later considered for the improvement of the 
training program.  The data regarding level 4 provides information regarding the effect of skills 
within the workplace context, thus indicating how the training can be adapted to produce the 
desired effect.  
Given its widespread popularity in both practice and research (e.g., Blanchard & Thacker, 
1999) criticism is to be expected (e.g., Holton, 1996; Kraiger et al., 1993).  The latter authors 
argued that this models’  “greatest shortcomings are a lack of clarity regarding what specific 
changes may be expected as a function of trainee learning and the difficulty in identifying what 
assessment techniques are appropriate given those expectations” (p. 311).  He pointed out the 
lack of clarity in regard to the appropriate assessment tools to be used for measuring learning 
skills and learning facts,  given that it is not certain whether these two categories are 
synonymous or not.   
The simplicity of Kirkpatrick’s framework, its a-theoretical character, widespread use, 
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and thorough empirical support (e.g., meta-analysis performed by Alliger et al., 1997) 
recommended it as an appropriate model to be considered for the training evaluation of the 
GCDF Romania program.  The learning and behavior levels of Kirkpatrick’s model were 
assessed in the current study. Concurrently, attention was given to the criticism received by this 
model.  Thus, in designing the training evaluation of the GCDF Romania program, decisions 
pertaining to instrumentation (e.g., learning is assessed preparedness ratings; behavior is 
assessed by frequency and importance) and measurement (e.g., self-assessment of task 
statements) were taken based on the findings in the literature on training evaluation.  
 In the following sections, studies that addressed these four levels will be reviewed; 
measures, findings, recommendations and limitations will be discussed for each level.  Then, 
three studies that used Kirkpatrick’s model as a framework in evaluating training programs (e.g., 
Omar et al, 2009; Ridde, Fournier, Banza,
 
Tourigny,
 
& Ouédraogo, 2009; Wong & Wong, 2003), 
are described and critiqued in a separate section of this chapter.  Finally, attention to the 
preparedness rating is given, by analyzing studies that used it in evaluating training programs.    
Level 1: Reaction.  Kirkpatrick considered reaction “a measure of customer 
satisfaction.”  Commonly rated criteria under this category are: trainer’s performance, the 
effectiveness of the session, its perceived usefulness (i.e., utility reaction), and trainees’ feelings 
about certain topics (e.g., affective reactions).  The utility reaction is often measured in studies 
(e.g., Cigularov, Chen, Thurber, & Stallones, 2008; Omar et al., 2009). 
A strong vote for using utility reactions in training evaluation came from the results of a 
meta-analysis in this domain (Alliger et al., 1997).  The findings of these authors suggested that 
utility reactions predict learning and behavior better than affective reactions.  Finally, utility 
reactions predicted behavior better than measurements of learning.  Other studies (e.g., Brown, 
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2005) suggest that, overall satisfaction is a useful construct that has been found to be related to 
learning process (e.g., engagement) and outcomes (e.g., intentions regarding delivery 
technology, content, and learning).  
Level 2: Learning.  Some authors (Alliger et al., 1997) conceptualized this level as 
“retained knowledge” (p. 346).  Others (Alliger & Janak, 1989) saw learning both as a causal 
result of positive reactions to training, and as a causal determinant of changes in trainee 
behavior.  Kirkpatrick (1996) suggested that evaluation on this second level consisted of 
examining the extent to which trainees have acquired knowledge and skills.  In short, this 
evaluation answers the question: Were the training objectives achieved?  (Kraiger et al., 1993). 
Kirkpatrick (1996) recommended the following four implementation guidelines for 
evaluating learning:  
- Use a control group, if feasible.  
- Evaluate knowledge, skills, or attitudes both before and after the training.  For example, 
use a paper-and-pencil test to measure knowledge and attitudes and a performance test 
to measure skills.   
- Attain a response rate of 100 percent. 
- Use the results of the evaluation to take appropriate action (p. 57). 
In addition, Kraiger et al. (1993) advocated for categorizing learning outcomes in specific 
categories (e.g., changes in cognitive, skill-based, and affective states ) in order to implement the 
appropriate measures for evaluation.  Kirkpatrick (1996) offered examples related to these 
specific learning outcomes in the guidelines for conducting a training evaluation, published in 
1996. Since these examples were not evident in his initial work (1959), it is possible that he 
integrated the feedback offered by Kraiger et al.  
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Indeed, the taxonomy created by Kraiger et al. (1993) is more specific and offers more 
complexity in choosing the right measure.  Based on reviewing a large body of literature, he 
argued that some cognitive changes (e.g., compilation, verbal and organization knowledge) and 
skills (e.g. automaticity) need to be assessed by power tests or by targeted behavior observation.  
However, for other cognitive strategies (e.g., self- awareness, self-regulations) and for attitudinal 
and motivational learning outcomes (e.g., self-efficacy), Kraiger et al. contended that self-
assessment would be the appropriate measurement.  Interestingly enough changes in trainees' 
self-efficacy (i.e., viewed as a motivational learning outcome) may be a useful indicator of 
learning or skill development during training (Kraiger et al.)  This notion expands the category of 
learning outcomes that can be measured by self-assessment.  
Authors who used the Kirkpatrick’s model for training evaluation (e.g., Ridde et al., 
2009) addressed learning by rating the degree of mastery or preparedness in performing skills.  
This has been done through both tests and by self- assessment.  Preparedness is a widely used 
rating for evaluating curriculums (e.g., Greer, Park, Green, Betancourt, & Weissman, 2007; 
Henrich, Viscoli, & Abraham, 2008; Tokuda et al., 2010).  Given that preparedness is an 
objective of evaluation for the current study, a separate section is dedicated to treating this topic.  
Level 3: Behavior.  Authors (e.g., Alliger et al., 1997; Kraiger et al., 1993) often use the 
term transfer when referring to this level.  Alliger et al. (1997) explains the preference for the 
term transfer by arguing that behavior is learning “that is retained and applied to the workplace” 
as a result of participating in training (p. 5).  Kirkpatrick (1996) recommended the following 
guidelines to implement evaluation at the behavior level:  
- Use a control group, if feasible.  
- Allow enough time for a change in behavior to take place.  
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- Survey or interview one or more of the following groups: trainees, bosses, subordinates, 
and others who often observe trainees’ behavior on the job.  
- Choose 100 trainees or an appropriate sampling. 
- Repeat the evaluation at appropriate times.  
- Consider the cost of the evaluation versus the potential benefits. (p. 57). 
Studies that used Kirkpatrick framework, evaluated whether new knowledge was used at 
the workplace (transfer of learning), through self-perceptions questionnaires (Ridde et al, 2009) 
and in-depth interviews (e.g., Omar et al, 2009).  One study used both self-perception and the 
evaluation of the participants’ superiors in order to assess the transfer of knowledge, skills and 
attitudes at the job (Wong & Wong, 2003).  These three studies are examples of how 
Kirkpatrick’s framework has been implemented.  They will be reviewed in a separate section of 
this chapter.   
Generally, behavior and results are harder to evaluate.  Geber (1995) surveyed US 
companies with 100 or more employees (e.g., Motorola) and found that only 62 percent assessed 
behavioral change.  Blanchard, Thacker, and Way (2000) reported that between 37 to 46 percent 
of the surveyed Canadian organization evaluated this third level of the Kirkpatrick’s model.  
Level 4: Results.  This is the least targeted level in training evaluation, mostly due to the 
required complexity of such an assessment, but also due to the cost involved.  In the study 
conducted by Geber (1995), who surveyed companies from the US with 100 or more employees, 
it was found that only 47 percent of them assessed the impact on organization.  In the Canadian 
study, organizational results were reported to have been evaluated between 35.9 – 42.8 percent 
(Blanchard et al, 2000).  The latter authors contended that these results were not necessarily low, 
given that the level of evaluation should be correlated with the objectives of the training.  They 
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asserted that in organizations, the training objectives are conditioned by many factors (e.g., 
organizational objectives, attitudes and beliefs of management), and thus, they may be fit for 
evaluation only on certain levels. Authors (Blanchard et al.; Kirkpatrick, 1996; & Omar et al., 
2009) suggested that not all programs should be evaluated at all levels, as the significance of the 
information gained might not be worth paying the costs to pursue such endeavors.  
Implementing Kirkpatrick Training Evaluation Model 
 This section briefly analyzes three studies whose conceptual framework for training 
evaluation was Kirkpatrick’s four-level model.  The first reviewed study evaluated a training 
program in the field of teacher education.  The last two studies evaluated training programs in 
the health services domain: the first one was implemented in Iran (Omar et al., 2009) and the 
second one in 11 francophone countries in Africa (Ridde et al., 2009).  
Teacher Training Program in School Management.  This study evaluated the 
effectiveness of the training program The School as an Organization (SAO).  This training 
program consisted of a 15-hour session.  Its main objective was to equip primary school teachers 
from Hong Kong “with basic knowledge and skills in management so that they can perform the 
role of middle managers more effectively” (Wong & Wong, 2003, p. 387).  The authors of this 
study used Kirkpatrick’s framework by evaluating the first three levels (reactions, learning, and 
behavior).  They supplemented this model with the work of Holton (1996), who contended that 
ability, motivation and environment of trainees has a significant effect on training outcomes.  
One hundred and twenty-nine trainees participated to the study (25.6 percent male). 
The evaluation of reactions consisted of collecting data about participants’ abilities, 
motivations and work environments.  The course participants were asked, at the end of the 
training program, questions about the facilities (e.g. location and convenience), the training 
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schedule, the instructor (e.g., knowledge of the subject matter and ability to communicate), and 
the value that they placed on individual aspects of the program.  The questionnaires were set on a 
5-point Likert scale (5 = excellent, 4 = very good, 3 = good, 2 = fair and 1 = poor.)  Just 98 of the 
129 participants completed these questionnaires.  
In evaluating the learning level, the authors measured the participants’ acquisition of 
knowledge and skills, and their attitudes after training, with pre-test and post-test.  Two parallel 
forms of multiple-choice questions were designed for pre-test and post-test purposes.  Each of 
them consisted of 20 questions: 10 of them evaluated the content of the program (management), 
and the other 10 assessed participants’ changes in attitude.  The authors (Wong & Wong, 2003) 
reported that the latter questions had true or false response options; it is unclear however, how 
the questions evaluating the knowledge on management were measured.  
The evaluation on Kirkpatrick’s behavior level was enriched with elements from 
Holton’s (1996) work (individual performance in school) and Adams’ (2001) ideas on post-
program evaluation.  The authors reported conducting a longitudinal survey in order to assess 
whether the participants performed better the tasks addressed in the training program.  The 
number of questions included in the survey and the measurement used were not reported.  The 
data was collected from participants (N = 129) and their principals (N = 129), three months after 
the completion of the training program, by mailing them a short questionnaire.  Forty-nine 
participants and 90 school principals returned the completed the questionnaires. 
The authors provided descriptive statistics concerning evaluation on level 1 (reactions), 
which suggest overall satisfaction with the training program. They performed t tests (between pre 
and post-test results) in order to investigate the effect of training on the knowledge that was 
acquired and on attitudes (learning level).  The results indicated significant improvement 
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knowledge wise (mean difference = 1.39, p < .01), as well as in terms of attitude change (mean 
difference = 0.29, p < .05).  Finally, the authors reported positive evaluation regarding the 
application of knowledge and skills in the work place (behavior level): 77.6 percent of 
participants and 88.6 of school principals indicated that the course participants could apply the 
knowledge and skills from the course to the workplace.  
This study (Wong & Wong, 2003) provides a first example of how Kirkpatrick’s model 
was used in evaluating a short training program (15-hour), by focusing on first three levels: 
reaction, learning and behavior.  These authors incorporated the work of other researchers (e.g. 
Holton, 1996; Adam, 2001) and concurrently measured the ability, the motivation and the 
environment of trainees.  The low number of participants for the evaluation of behavior level 
was a limitation of this study.  Also, the measurements used in evaluating the knowledge 
(learning level) and the performance of tasks associated with this knowledge (behavior level) 
were not described.   
This study had several strengths.  First, it used pre and post-test measures in evaluating 
the learning level, which was recommended by Kirkpatrick (1996).  Second, the authors used a 
longitudinal design and included third parties (school principals) in evaluating the behavior 
level; they asked whether participants’ performance on tasks pertaining to the content of the 
training had improved.  Finally, according to Harvey (1991), this can also be seen as a strength, 
since task statements are generally more specific, concrete, and directly observable than 
competency or ability statement.  
Health management training in Iran.  This study evaluated seven short training 
programs (length varying from one to 10 weeks) designed by a United Kingdom-based 
university (Leeds), contracted by the World Health Organization (Omar et al., 2009).  The 
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courses had two goals: firstly, to equip the participant health managers with the necessary 
competencies to better perform their roles and responsibilities, and secondly to start building a 
network of trainers that would prepare others.  The training used “interactive tools and 
techniques suitable for training adults, as well as intra-modular assignments based on 
management issues in the participants' organizations, which were discussed in the succeeding 
module “(p. 5).  The training methods relied on trainees’ previous experiences as the basis for 
new learning.  This is similar to the methods used in teaching Romanian GCDF career 
consultants, the focus of the current study, which emphasize students’ life experiences as an 
important foundation for learning.  
Training evaluation was seen as a necessary action in guiding future development of the 
training programs (Omar et al., 2009).  Kirkpatrick’s evaluation model was used as a framework 
for this purpose.  The authors claimed that the measures of evaluation targeted all four levels: 
“reactions, learning, application to the job, and to a lesser extent, organizational impact” (p. 1).  
Particular emphasis was put, according to the authors, on the third level: the application of 
knowledge and skills on the job.  Data was gathered though a questionnaire that collected 
quantitative and qualitative information and through in-depths interviews.  
The questionnaire used in this project was adapted from another study that evaluated the 
Effects of Postgraduate Certificates in Teaching and Learning in Higher Education (Knight, 
2006).  The authors reported that this questionnaire was adapted and piloted in Iran on the 
population that was surveyed for this study (i.e., health officials designated by the Iranian 
Ministry of Health and Medical Education).  The sample of the study was small: just 23 of the 35 
trainees, participated in this study.  The majority of respondents (65 percent) were middle age 
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males.  They were survey between one and 13 months after they had attended the courses, given 
that they participated to the training in different cohorts.  
The questionnaire that addressed reaction, learning, and behavior was organized in five 
sections: 
1. Background information on the respondents, including any change in job role; 
2. The importance of different methods for their learning about health planning and 
management; 
3. Perceptions of the overall course – content, organization, value; 
4. Perceptions of the usefulness of the course material and its application; 
5. Transfer of knowledge from the courses to do their current job (p. 5). 
In order to gather more information, in-depth interviews were carried on with five course 
participants who held key-positions in the health system (e.g., managers) and one group 
interview was conducted with five trainees.  They were transcribed verbatim and common 
themes were identified.  A limitation of this method might consist in the fact that the interviews 
were held in English, which was not the native language of the participants. 
The authors’ presentation of results does not clearly follow the framework of the study.  
Omar et al. (2009) reported measuring: the importance of learning methods, views of the 
training, satisfaction with learning techniques that had led participants to achieve their current 
level of capability in their current job, frequency and importance of learning, and skills on the 
job.  We can identify the reaction (satisfaction, overall views), learning (importance of learning 
methods) and behavior (frequency and importance) level but not the organizational impact.  
While this study offers an example of how Kirkpatrick’s framework can be applied, it has 
several limitations.  The items in the questionnaire were very general.  Moreover, there is not a 
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clear correspondence between the items evaluating the learning methods and those evaluating the 
applied knowledge and skills.   
Furthermore, the measurements used on the five sections were not consistent.  For 
example, the importance of learning methods (i.e., about planning and management of health 
services) was assessed by giving participants the option to allocate 20 points across 12 learning 
methods, and asking them to allot more points for the more important methods.  The satisfaction 
with 15 learning techniques that had led participants to achieve their current level of capability in 
their current job, and the frequency of using them was measured on a four-point Likert scale.  
The questions that asked about the application of new knowledge and skills were simply about 
use/non-use.  The lack of consistency in measurement scales poses difficulty in analyzing the 
data.  The authors did not report any analyses, only descriptive information.  Other limitations of 
this study consisted in the small sample size, the lack of controlling for variables that might 
affect the results (e.g., cohort effect), and the reliance on solely self-reported data.   
Health training program in 11 francophone countries.  This study was conducted to 
evaluate a four-week (150-hour) course developed by Université de Ouagadougou (Burkina 
Faso) and the Université de Montréal (Canada), in which two cohorts (i.e., N=17 participants in  
2005–2006, and N=19 participants in 2006–2007) of health professionals from 11 francophone 
African countries participated (Ridde et al., 2009).  Authors reported using Kirkpatrick's (1996) 
model to assess the three levels: reaction, learning, and behavior.  Reaction to the content of the 
training was evaluated by using a standardized questionnaire; however, no information is 
provided in this study about the specific reactions measured (e.g., affective, utility).  
Learning and behavior were assessed with a self-assessment questionnaire (i.e., 
pretest/post-test) one year after the training.  The standardized questionnaire was designed based 
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on the 60 sub-competencies covered by the program.  The questionnaire measured self-
perception in assessing both learning and behavior.  The pretest could not be administered before 
the course, because at this time students were not unfamiliar to either the vocabulary or the 
competencies that were going to be covered by the training.  In such situations, researchers have 
recommended using a retrospective pretest and post-test (Lam & Bengo, 2003; Pratt, McGuigan, 
& Katzev, 2000).  The pre-test was administered at the end of the course.  The post-test was 
administered only for the first cohort of students (N = 17). 
The learning level was addressed by asking students to assess their perception of degree 
of preparedness (e.g., “I was able to..." in pretest; "I am able to..." in post-test) for each 
competence, on a Likert-type scale of 1 to 4 (e.g., easily ... not at all).  The same questionnaire 
with sub-competencies was used to assess the behavior level, this time by asking students if they 
had used them in practice (e.g., Likert-type scale of 1 to 4 - easily ... not at all).  The 
effectiveness of the program was analyzed statistically by comparing differences in mean scores 
between times (before and after, one year after) by pretest-post-test design.  Paired sample tests 
were used to compare mean scores.  The results indicated that participants felt that they 
improved their mastery regarding the evaluated areas of competency, after participating to the 
training.  
 This study (Ridde et al., 2009) presented clearly the application of Kirkpatrick’s model 
for evaluating a 150-hour training program.  A strength of the study consist in using a well-
constructed questionnaire based on the specific sub-competencies covered by the training 
program.  These questionnaires were used for evaluating both the learning and behavior level.  
Limitations of the study are posed by the low number of participants (N = 36); just 17 of them 
participated in the pre and post-test evaluation.  
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The three studies analyzed in this section offered an overview of how different training 
programs can be evaluated by using Kirkpatrick’s framework.  These examples seem to support 
the general view (e.g., Blanchard et al., 2000; Kirkpatrick, 1996) that most training programs are 
evaluated on the first three levels: reactions, learning and behavior.  The reactions level is 
assessed after training, by asking questions regarding specific aspects (e.g., utility, instructor, 
environment), or pertaining to the overall satisfaction with the course.  The learning level is 
assessed by evaluating the acquisition of knowledge and skills by pre-test and post-test, or by 
self-reported preparedness.  The behavior level is evaluated by measuring the application of 
tasks pertaining to the knowledge covered by the course, though self-report (e.g., importance and 
frequency of task), or superior’s evaluation.  
In the current study (the evaluation of the GCDF Romania training program), the 
behavior level is also measured by using tasks pertaining to the content of the training 
curriculum.  The lack of access to the GCDF career consultants immediately after training, made 
it impossible to evaluate reactions, as well as to perform a pre and post-test for measuring 
learning.  In these conditions, the design of the study was cross sectional and the data collection 
relied on self-reported information provided by the participants in the study.  
Self-perception is not necessarily the most appropriate type of assessment for all types of 
outcomes.  According to Kraiger et al. (1993), self-perception is useful for measuring self- 
awareness, self-regulations and attitudinal and motivational outcomes.  Thus, it can offer insight 
into the perceived changes in trainees' self-efficacy on various knowledge and skills.  As Kraiger 
et al. (1993) argued, self-efficacy may be a useful indicator of learning or skill development 
during training.  Self-perception questionnaires are preferable options in order to avoid 
cumbersome methodological designs and to control for the duration of the study.  They do, 
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however, have their limitations, especially in terms of presenting an objective picture of the 
evaluation.  
 This initial review of empirical and conceptual work indicated the relevance of 
Kirkpatrick’s model for training evaluation, and the commonly used criteria, methods and 
instruments for such purposes.  By considering both the strengths and the limitations of all these 
elements, the Kirkpatrick’s model and the self-assessment was determined to be appropriate for 
the purposes of the current study:  
- Assessing the self-perceived preparedness of the GCDF Romania career consultants, 
after their participation to the GCDF Romania training, would serve as an evaluation 
of this training on the learning level of the Kirkpatrick model. 
- Assessing the self-perceived frequency and importance of the GCDF tasks performed 
by the GCDF Romania career consultants, within their career counseling related 
workplaces, would serve as an evaluation of the training on the behavior (i.e., or 
transfer of learning) level of the Kirkpatrick model. 
Many studies (e.g., Berns, 2010; Baker et al., 2009; Carney & Cobia, 2003 ; Greer et al, 
2007; Henrich et al., 2008; Rodriguez, Cohen, Betancourt, & Green, 2011; Tokuda et al., 2010; 
Zalaquett & Osborn, 2007) designed to evaluate training programs in various areas also 
addressed the four levels identified by Kirkpatrick without necessarily using this model as their 
framework.  Preparedness is an important criterion for assessing the learning variable.  Since 
rating preparedness is one of the purposes in evaluating the GCDF Romania program, it is 
important to review studies with similar goals.  
Rating Preparedness in Training Evaluation 
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 Recent studies targeting the preparedness after training are in abundance especially in the 
medical education field (e.g., Berns, 2010; Greer et al., 2007; Henrich et al., 2008; Rodriguez et 
al., 2011; Tokuda et al., 2010).  Tokuda et al. (2010) explored the preparedness of Japanese 
undergraduate medical students (N=2429) for postgraduate clinical training at different medical 
schools.  A variety of influencing factors for students’ self-reported preparedness emerged as 
results of this study: educational environment, self-perceptions of learning, self-perceptions of 
teachers, academic self-perceptions, self-perceptions of atmosphere, and social self-perceptions.   
Another study (Rodriguez et al., 2011) investigated the student self-perceived 
preparedness to care for limited English proficiency (i.e., LEP) patients across their medical 
training in the United States (N = 416).  The researchers used a 5-point Likert scale questionnaire 
(e.g., 1 = very unprepared; 2 = somewhat unprepared; 3 = somewhat prepared; 4 = well-
prepared; and 5 = very well-prepared).  Several explanatory variables were controlled for in 
order to identify factors that might predict this preparedness (e.g., socio-demographic 
characteristics of gender, race/ethnicity and first language; prevalence of LEP patients seen; 
prevalence of minority patients seen; and self-reported skill level in effectively working with an 
interpreter).  
Self- perceived preparedness was also the criteria used in a cross-sectional study 
conducted by Harvard Medical School (Greer et al., 2007) that evaluated cross-cultural care 
offered by medical doctors of various specialties (e.g., family practice, internal medicine, 
pediatrics, and OB/GYN; N = 1150).  The study used several explanatory variables based on 
previous literature: resident specialty, demographic characteristics, location of medical school 
training, access to role models who effectively deliver cross-cultural care, cross-cultural case mix 
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during residency, quantity of instruction received beyond medical school in various aspects of 
cross-cultural care.  
Henrich et al. (2008) evaluated the self-assessed preparedness, of third and fourth year 
students from 125 allopathic medical schools, to perform 27 clinical skills for female patients 
(i.e., Likert scale: 1 = no preparation, 4 = thorough preparation).  Participants received an 
online survey conducted by the American Medical Women's Association (AMWA).  The survey 
also collected data about students' perceptions of the extent to which certain topics were included 
in their curriculum (curriculum assessment) and information about learning environment at their 
schools.  It is interesting to note that in these cases, preparedness is rated in association with 
both the training received and with the transfer of the learning in behaviors. From this 
perspective, one might argue that within Kirkpatrick’s framework, preparedness can address both 
the learning and the behavior level.  
Rating Importance in Training Evaluation  
It can be argued that the Importance of tasks is generally associated with the transfer of 
learning (i.e., behavior level) from Kirkpatrick’s model.  For example, a study conducted in 2010 
by Berns surveyed members of the American Society of Nephrology (i.e., who completed 
nephrology training in 2004 to 2008) to rate their fellowship training (i.e., 4-point Likert scale: 
little or no training, some training but not enough to feel competent, well trained, competent) in 
specific areas and the importance of each area to their current careers and practices.  Importance 
rating is a common tool used in job analysis.  Thus, this concept, as well as frequency (i.e., 
criteria which will be used in the GCDF Romania study), are treated in detail in the section 
addressing job analysis. 
Training Evaluation in Counseling 
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In the field of counseling, even though Kirkpatrick’s model has not been found to be used 
as a framework, training evaluation does occur.  Judged from the lenses of this model, studies 
evaluate the first level, (e.g., reactions in Baker et al., 2009), learning (e.g., preparedness in 
Carney & Cobia, 2003) and the transfer of learning in practice (e.g., usefulness in performing 
tasks in Zalaquett & Osborn, 2007).  It is also noticeable that studies in which one of the first 
levels are evaluated, there is a call for future research to address the behavior level (e.g., Baker et 
al., 2009).  The need for evaluation has been addressed in the context of the increased number of 
training program in the field of career counseling (e.g., Niles, in press).  While these programs 
might be built on competencies that are generally common across nations, specific socio-
economic, politic, and cultural realities are impacting the shape and content of this training.  
The first main goal of the current study is to evaluate the GCDF Romania training 
program.  The extensive application of the Kirkpatrick’s training evaluation model, in both 
organizational and academic environments, as well as its empirical and conceptual support, 
motivated the use of this framework for the GCDF Romania study.  Competencies addressed in 
training programs are commonly used criteria in evaluating all levels of Kirkpatrick’s model 
(i.e., reaction, learning, behavior, results).  This informed the decision made in the current study 
to create and to use an instrument consisting of tasks (i.e., The Romanian GCDF Task Survey) 
that were based on the competencies covered by the GCDF Romania curriculum. 
 Preparedness is an often used criterion to evaluate the learning level in Kirkpatrick’s 
model.  Assessing the importance and frequency of tasks performed at the workplace serves in 
evaluating the behavior level within this framework.  Self-assessment is commonly accepted in 
measuring both these levels.  The evaluation of the GCDF Romania training program addresses 
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the following two levels of Kirkpatrick’s model, by using the Romanian GCDF Task Survey 
instrument: 
- The learning level: by assessing the self-perceived preparedness of the GCDF 
Romania career consultants in regard to the GCDF tasks, after their participation to the 
GCDF Romania training;  
- The behavior level: by assessing the self-perceived frequency and importance of the 
GCDF tasks performed by the GCDF Romania career consultants within their career 
counseling related workplaces.  
Finally, the importance and frequency of tasks are ratings commonly used in job analysis, 
which is the second goal of the current study.  The next section describes in more detail the 
usage of this method for job analysis, as well as its advantages and shortcomings.  
Job Analysis 
Job analysis is a systematic process for collecting and analyzing information about a job 
(Prien et al., 2009, p. 11).  It is a topic that has generated a large body of empirical and 
conceptual work in the field of organizational psychology.  As in other social sciences, the 
scientific trend has also influenced the approaches to job analysis.  In the early stages of this 
domain, the role of the job analyst as the expert in the process was highly valued (e.g., Critical 
incident technique proposed by Flanagan in 1954); The Position Analyses Questionnare (PAQ) 
suggested by McCormick, Jeanneret, & Mecham in 1972).  PAQ was widely used in job analysis 
processes in the 1970s and it still currently used is in some types of organizations.  PAQ is 
considered “the more extensive and programmatic” structured job analysis questionnaire (Landy 
& Vasey, 1991, p. 28).  Functional Job Analysis (Fine & Wiley, 1971), heavily employed in the 
federal government, is the technique that inaugurated the functional type of job analysis.  
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 The 1990s coincided with important changes in the design of job analysis methods. 
Authors (Landy & Vasey, 1991) reported that the job analyst’s central role in instrument design 
and in data collection and analysis was taken over by subject matter experts (SMEs).  SMEs 
referred to samples of incumbents (i.e., job holders or workers) and or incumbent supervisors. 
Landy and Vasey  noted that “SMEs is central to many, if not most, of these (job analysis) 
systems” (p. 28). 
Job Analysis using SMEs 
Asking information from SMEs when conducting a job analysis has been a commonly 
accepted method over the last two decades (Landy & Vasey, 1991; Prien et al., 2009).  The 
process is very facile; SMEs are asked to complete a questionnaire containing behavior job tasks 
by providing ratings in regard to various criteria: importance,  frequency, difficulty, and time 
allotted (e.g., Morgeson et al., 2004;  Landy & Vasey, 1991; Lindell et al, 1998;  Morgeson et 
al., 2004; Sanchez & Levine, 1989). Several aspects need to be considered in adopting this type 
of method: the sample, the questionnaire, and the various elements that can affect the process.  
About SMEs.  Authors (Landy & Vasey, 1991; Prien et al., 2009) have suggested that 
the main advantage for using samples of SME in job analysis consists in a substantially larger 
number of observations, compared to relying solely on the work of one or two job analyst 
expert(s).  Akin to any selection process in research, SMEs can be chosen randomly or stratified 
(Landy & Vasey, 1991).  In random selection, any incumbent performing job tasks that 
constitute the subject of the research is likely to be surveyed.  If stratification is employed, then 
the factors of selection chosen by researchers (e.g., job performance, sex, ethnic group 
membership, educational status) are likely to affect the changes of incumbents to be part of the 
SMEs sample.  
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Whatever method of sampling is chosen, it is important to control for variables that might 
influence the task ratings.  Studies have controlled for raters characteristics (e.g., Landy &Vasey, 
1991; Sanchez, & Fraser, 1992; Schmitt & Cohen, 1989), characteristics of work context, and 
organizational effectiveness (e.g., Lindell et al., 1998).  For example, in a study that investigated 
the influence of characteristics of patrol offices (i.e., SMEs) on their job analysis ratings, Landy 
and Vasey (1991) found that sex and experience of participants influenced their responses, while 
race and educational level had little impact.  This study had 400 participants who were asked to 
rate the frequency (i.e., Likert scale: 0-6/ not performed at all – at least once each work day) for 
444 job tasks.  Thus, it is usually the case that general variables, especially raters characteristics 
(e.g., Landy &Vasey; Sanchez, & Fraser, 1992; Schmitt & Cohen, 1989) are taking into 
consideration in job analyses.  
The empirical and conceptual support for employing subject matter experts (SMEs) in 
performing job analyses motivated the choice of surveying the Romanian GCDF career 
consultants, for evaluating the frequency and importance of the tasks performed by them within 
their career counseling related workplace. The criteria chosen for conducting the job analysis of 
Romanian GCDFs (i.e., frequency and importance) was informed by their widespread use in the 
empirical studies in this field.   
About the questionnaire.  Job analysis questionnaires are produced as a result of 
inventorying the tasks related to a certain job.  Task inventories are categorized as behaviorally 
oriented job analysis procedures (DeNisi, Cornelius, & Blencoe, 1987).  They been widely 
recognized as an important tool in the job analysis (e.g., Christal, 1974; Levine et al., 1986; 
Sanchez & Levine, 1989).  The importance of using task statements in such questionnaires rather 
than ability or competency statements has been emphasized in the literature.  Harvey (1991) 
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contended that while tasks are generally specific, concrete, and directly observable, abilities or 
competencies are usually less discrete and less observable.  There is also empirical evidence to 
support this notion.  Several studies (e.g., Morgeson & Campion, 1997; 2000; Morgeson et al., 
2004) demonstrated that participants have a tendency to inflate their answers when they are 
asked to rate ability statements.  This belief, as well as the empirical evidence supporting it, 
informed the decision made in the job analysis of the Romanian GCDF career consultants.   
Prien et al. (2009) argued that using a job analysis questionnaire can substantially 
simplify the work of both SMEs and of the tasks of the job analysts.  SMEs are asked to rate 
these tasks on various criteria such as: importance, criticality, frequency, difficulty, time allotted, 
required-at-entry (e.g., Morgeson et al., 2004; Landy & Vasey, 1991; Lindell et al., 1998;  
Morgeson et al., 2004; Sanchez & Levine, 1989).  
The review of studies investigating job analysis by using task questionnaires revealed that 
importance scales were always employed, either alone or in combination with other scales. (e.g., 
(Lindell et al., 1998; Sanchez & Levine, 1989; Sanchez & Fraser, 1992).  There is a noticeable 
lack of consistency in the Likert scales used. For example, Lindell et al., (1998) used a 6 level 
scale (i.e., 1 = unimportant compared to other tasks, 2 = minor importance compared to other 
tasks, 3 = moderately important compared to other tasks, 4 = very important compared to other 
tasks, and 5 = crucial importance compared to other tasks) while Morgeson et al. (2004) used 
only a 3-point scale (i.e., 3 = very important and 1 = not very).  Likert scales lower than 5-point 
can limit the variability of the results obtained.  
An interesting aspect regarding the importance rating is its correlation with task 
criticality rating.  Based on the results of a study surveying 101 incumbents across 25 jobs, 
Sanchez and Fraser (1992) concluded that “the simultaneous use of importance and criticality 
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scales does not seem cost-effective” (p. 552).  Frequency is also a commonly used scale (Landy 
&Vasey, 1991; Prien et al., 2009).  Similarly to the case of importance rating, no consistency is 
observed across the scales used in the literature.  For example, Morgeson et al. (2004) used a 4-
point frequency scale (i.e., 4 = daily performance and 1 = yearly or less frequent performance) 
while Landy and Vasey (1991) employed a 6 level Likert scale (i.e., 0-6/ not performed at all – 
at least once each work day).  
The use of task inventories with rating scales are not only simplifying the work of the 
participants but are facilitating the work of job analysts as well (Prien et al., 2009).  Job analysts 
collect the data (i.e., ratings) and analyze it using traditional statistical techniques (Landy & 
Vasey, 1991; Prien et al., 2009). The results are used in forming the final job description, 
creating selection and evaluation procedures, identifying predictors, designing training programs, 
designing performance appraisal systems (Landy & Vasey; Prien et al., 2009).  In conclusion, 
task inventories are a reliable and commonly used job analysis method over the last decades and 
the frequency and importance rating are the most widely used.  
The second main goal of this study is to perform a job analysis for Romanian GCDF 
career consultants.  The review of the literature pertaining to the domain of job analysis informed 
the choices made in regard to the sampling, instrument, and study design.  Firstly, the support 
found in the literature for using subject matter experts (SMEs) and job analysis questionnaires 
motivated both the sampling procedure, and the method used for the job analysis conducted in 
this study.  Romanian GCDF career consultants were the sample of SMEs that were surveyed.  
They were asked to evaluate the frequency and the importance of the tasks performed by them 
within their career counseling related workplace.  
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Secondly, frequency and importance were chosen as criteria for evaluation of the 
Romanian GCDF tasks.  This decision was prompted by the common use of these two criteria in 
the job analyses reported in the literature in this field.  Finally, the items for which participants 
were asked to rate frequency and importance were presented in a questionnaire of task 
statements, rather than in a competency or ability format.  The choice for using an instrument 
with task statements (i.e., the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey) was also informed by conceptual 
work and empirical evidence found in the literature on job analysis.  
In conclusion, the current study has two goals.  First, to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
GCDF Romania training program and second, to conduct a job analysis of the tasks performed 
by Romanian GCDF career consultants.  Kirkpatrick’s model, elements pertaining to Kraiger’s et 
al. taxonomy (e.g. attitudinal and motivational learning outcomes can be appropriately measured 
by self-assessment) and empirical findings pertaining to specific criteria for assessment (e.g., 
preparedness, frequency and importance) guided the design of the training evaluation.  
Concurrently, theoretical and empirical findings regarding subject matter experts (SMEs) and job 
analysis questionnaire grounded the decision made in conducting the job analysis.  Chapter III 
will provide information regarding the methodology employed in pursuing the two goals of the 
current study.   
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Chapter III: Methodology 
This section presents the methodology employed to evaluate the Romanian GCDF 
training program, and to perform a job analysis for Romanian GCDF career consultants.  The 
training evaluation was conducted by using the framework of the Kirkpatrick’s Model to assess 
two of its levels: learning and behavior.  The learning level is addressed by investigating the 
self-reported level of preparedness of the Romanian GCDF career consultants after having 
participating in the training.  The behavior level of Kirkpatrick’s Model is assessed by the self-
reported levels of the frequency and importance of the various GCDF tasks within participants’ 
career counseling related work places.  The results of the behavior level of assessment also 
provided data pertaining to the job analysis of the Romanian GCDF career consultants.      
Research Questions 
The following six research questions were addressed in this study: 
- Research Question (RQ) 1:  How prepared do Romanian GCDFs feel to perform, in 
their career counseling related work settings, tasks for which they were trained 
according to the GCDF Romania program standards? 
- RQ 2:  How often do Romanian GCDFs report they perform each of the GCDF tasks 
in their career counseling related work places?  
- RQ 3:  How important do Romanian GCDFs report each of the GCDF tasks to be, in 
their career counseling related work places? 
- RQ 4:  What are the tasks performed by Romanian GCDFs, that are not covered by 
any of the GCDF curriculum sub-competencies? 
- RQ 5:  What is the relationship between specific demographic variables (Age, Highest 
academic degree, Educational background, Professional background prior to 
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obtaining the GCDF certification, Year of obtaining the GCDF certification, 
Institution in which the GCDF training occurred, The participant is GCDF 
Trainer/Master Trainer) and Romanian GCDFs’ ratings of the preparedness for 
performing GCDF tasks in their career counseling related work settings? 
- RQ 6:  What is the relationship between job context variables ( Current job 
function/position, Percentage of career counseling activities in current work setting, 
Type of organization in which career counseling related tasks have been performed, 
Clients served) and Romanian GCDFs’ ratings of frequency and importance of GCDF 
tasks performed in their career counseling related work settings? 
Participants  
 Potential participants in this study were Romanian certified GCDF career consultants 
who were trained according to the Romanian approved GCDF Curriculum.  The sampling 
procedure for this study involved obtaining a list of all 292 GCDFs e-mail addresses from NBCC 
Romania, the organization that administrates the GCDF program in this country.  While all 
potential participants have some knowledge of English, the survey was translated in Romanian.  
The age of all the potential participants was over 18.  The study did not target one gender or a 
specific social/ethnic group.  
 All 292 Romanian GCDF career consultants were invited to participate in this study by e-
mail (Appendix A).  The e-mail provided a link to the survey (i.e., which included the Romanian 
language version of the Demographic Questionnaire and of the instrument Romanian GCDF 
Tasks Survey) that was hosted on SurveyMonkey.com (see Appendix B).   Participants were 
informed that they would be compensated with one Continuous Education Unit (CEU) from 
NBCC Romania, for taking the survey and were asked to provide their e-mail address for this 
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purpose.  Their e-mail addresses were saved in a separate database from the data collected in 
order to protect the participants’ anonymity and confidentiality. 
Instrumentation  
 The instrument Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey and the Demographic Questionnaire were 
developed for this study.  The survey and the questionnaire were developed by the student 
investigator in collaboration with a GCDF Romania group of experts.  Dr. Andreea Szilagyi was 
consulted as a GCDF Romania technical expert.  Pilot testing of the instrument was performed 
prior to data collection.  Details about the development process of the Romanian GCDF Tasks 
Survey and of the Demographic Questionnaire, and about the pilot study are provided in this 
section.  
The Development Process of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey 
This process consisted of the following five stages:  
1. Initial item generation of GCDF tasks in English language. 
2. Content validity check of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey and item refinement in 
English language. 
3. Format refinement of the English language version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks 
Survey. 
4. Translation and adaptation of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey from English to 
Romanian.  
5. Final content review of the Romanian language version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks 
Survey. 
6. Back-translation of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey from Romanian to English. 
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7. Comparing back-translation with the approved English version of the Romanian 
GCDF Tasks Survey.  
Each of these five phases had multiple steps that are described in detail in this section. 
1. Initial item generation of GCDF tasks in English language.  This stage consisted of 
the following steps: 
1. 1.  Reviewing the list of 225 sub-competencies addressed by the general GCDF 
curriculum that were identified by CCE in 2003 (Sampson, Jr. & Kegler) 
13
 
1. 2.  Checking this list of sub-competencies against the Romanian GCDF curriculum.  
The student investigator in this study (i.e., Elena Amalia Stanciu) is a GCDF Romania 
Master Trainer.  GCDF Master Trainers are required to be fluent in English and to have 
a thorough knowledge of their country-specific GCDF curriculum.  Due to her previous 
work on GCDF related project (i.e., between 2006 and 2009), the student investigator 
had a thorough knowledge of both the general and the Romanian GCDF curriculum. 
1. 3.  Producing a list of GCDF task statements based on the list of 225 GCDF sub-
competencies identified in the general curriculum by the CCE in 2004, and based on the 
content of the GCDF Romania curriculum.  
The decision to transform sub-competency statements into tasks statements was based on 
the conceptual and empirical literatures in the field of job analysis.  Harvey (1991) asserted that 
task statements are generally more specific, concrete, and directly observable than competency 
or ability statement.  Several studies (e.g., Morgeson & Campion, 1997; 2000; Morgeson et al., 
2004) demonstrated that, when rating ability statements, participants have a tendency to inflate 
the answers.  
                                                 
13
 These 225 sub-competencies were identified as a result of analyzing similarities and differences with between 
Global Career Development Facilitators (GCDFs) and Educational and Vocational Guidance Practitioners (EVGPs). 
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The 225 sub-competencies were transformed into 105 tasks statements.  This 
consolidation was possible due to the fact that some of the competency statements addressed the 
same task.  For example, the following six competency statements:   
- Explain the importance of respect, empathy, and trust in the helping process. 
- Explain how empathy is demonstrated in the helping process. 
- Explain how trust is built in a helping relationship. 
- Explain the importance of maintaining a non-judgmental attitude in the helping 
process. 
- Demonstrate the appropriate use of respect and empathy, given a case description. 
- Demonstrate the use of a nonjudgmental approach, given a case description that 
includes an opportunity for a career development facilitator to be judgmental. 
were transformed into the following task statement that included all of the above sub-
competencies: Uses acceptance, empathy, respect and helping skills to build and maintain a 
trustful relationship with the client throughout the whole process. 
Another example that illustrates the modality in which the following sub-competencies: 
- Differentiate between "open" and "closed" questions. 
- State the advantages of "open" questions. 
- State the advantages of "closed" questions. 
- Differentiate between "direct" and "indirect" questions 
- Demonstrate the ability to ask "direct" questions, given a case situation. 
- Demonstrate the ability to formulate "indirect" questions, given a case situation. 
were transformed into the task: Uses coordination (e.g., open and closed questions) intentionally.  
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The student investigator reviewed the content of the GCDF Romania curriculum to 
identify the content addressing the identified tasks.  The student investigator noted the page 
number(s) of the curriculum where each of these tasks was addressed.  This notation made it 
easier to follow the feedback that was later provided by the group of experts.   
1. 4.  Arranging all identified GCDF tasks in the first draft of the Romanian GCDF Tasks 
Survey.  The items were organized by the GCDF 12 areas of competency, following the 
initial arrangement of the list of 225 sub-competency statement.  The organization 
based on the 12 areas of competency was not intended to be explicitly labeled for 
participants. 
1. 5.  The survey included one open-ended question: 
Are there tasks, not covered in your Romanian GCDF training that you have performed 
in your career counseling related work setting? If yes, please enumerate and describe 
them bellow: 
2. Content validity check of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey and item refinement 
in English language.  This stage consisted of the following steps: 
2. 1. Consulting with Dr. Andreea Szilagyi, who implemented the GCDF program in 
Romania, and with its current administrator in order to identify the strongest GCDF 
Trainers and GCDF Master Trainers who could serve as group of experts for the 
content validity check of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey.  Eight GCDF Trainers 
and GCDF Master Trainers were recommended for the group of experts.  The criteria 
based on which they were recommended were: 
- Fluency in the English language; 
- High level of knowledge of the GCDF curriculum and of skills; 
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- Demonstrated initiative and participated in the development of the GCDF Romania 
curriculum and other related materials and events;  
- Experience in training Romanian GCDF career consultants.  
2. 2. Contacting the eight GCDF Trainers and Master Trainers from Romania by e-mail.  
They were informed about the purpose of the current study, their responsibilities as the 
group of experts, and the incentives received.  
2. 3. The responsibilities of the group of experts were to: 
-  Review the first draft of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey against the GCDF 
Romania curriculum: adding items for consideration, eliminating redundant items, 
rejecting or including items that were considered to be not important for the Romanian 
GCDFs practitioners.  The group of experts was informed that by reviewing whether 
the survey captured relevant information from the Romanian GCDF curriculum, their 
feedback would be instrumental for the content validity check of the Romanian GCDF 
Tasks Survey.  
- Sending their feedback by e-mail to the student investigator.  The feedback would be 
included in the second draft of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey. 
- Reviewing the second draft of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey for final approval.  
2. 4. The group of experts was informed that they would receive three CEUs from NBCC 
Romania for reviewing the first draft of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey and one 
CEU for reviewing the second draft. 
2. 5. Six of the eight GCDF Trainers and Master Trainers contacted, agreed to be part of 
the group of experts.     
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2. 6. Sending the 105-item first draft of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey to the group 
of experts, for review.  They had seven days (July 6 – 12, 2011) to provide their 
feedback to the student investigator.  
3. Format refinement of the English language version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks 
Survey.  The phase consists of the following steps: 
3. 1. Reviewing the feedback received from each of the members of the group of experts.  
They labeled each of the items of the first draft of the survey with the page numbers in 
the curriculum where they were addressed.  This made it easier to compare their 
feedback with the initial version of the survey.  Their general feedback was that the 
survey covered the majority of the curriculum and that most items were clear.  They 
made suggestions regarding 20 items: to modify some words, and to take out or add 
various terms that would make the items more clear.  Also, they made suggestions to 
add a few items that were not covered by the curriculum.  They reported that we would 
address these suggested aspects in their GCDF training, because they considered them 
important for their trainees, despite the fact that they were not covered by the GCDF 
Romania curriculum.    
3. 2. Creating the 112-item second draft of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey by 
including the feedback received from the group of experts:  
- Some items were slightly modified.  For example, coaching was added among the 
types of interventions contained in the following item: Explains to clients the career 
counseling process (e.g., types of interventions – career guidance, career 
development, education, coaching, labor market information –, stages – evaluation, 
goal setting, decision making, termination, follow- up – , etc.).  This term (i.e., 
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coaching) was suggested because it was given as an example in the Romanian GCDF 
curriculum and it is in trend in this country.  Another example that illustrates the types 
of modifications that occurred as a result of the feedback received from the group of 
experts is the following:  the word intentionally was taken out from several task 
statements (e.g., Uses reflection (e.g., of content, feelings, meaning) intentionally; 
Uses challenging skills intentionally, etc.)  The group of experts reported that taking 
out the word intentionally would not change the meaning of the task but would make 
the statements more clear.  
- Seven more tasks statements were added, based on experts’ knowledge of the 
curriculum (e.g., Understands adult learning specifics and implements them in 
training programs; Encourages and educates clients to learn to solve problems on 
their own, so that they can achieve self-sustainability; Keeps track of and constantly 
reiterates clients’ initial expectations and goals along the counseling process) 
3. 3. The second draft of English language version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey 
was created, the number of items increasing from 105 to 112.  
3. 4. The questions to address preparedness, frequency, and importance criteria for 
evaluating each task, and the rating scales were created by the student investigator (i.e., 
Table 1) and were added to the second draft of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey. 
Table 1 
Scales and Rating Options  
Scale Question Rating Options 
Preparedness 
 
How well did the GCDF training prepare 
you for this task? 
 
1 = not prepared 
2 = somewhat prepared 
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3 = moderately prepared 
4 = prepared 
5 = very prepared 
Frequency  How often do you perform this task in your 
work setting? 
 
1 = never 
2 = rarely  
3 = occasionally 
4 = frequently  
5 = routinely 
Importance 
 
How important is this task in helping your 
clients?   
1 = not important 
2 = somewhat important 
3 = moderately important 
4 = important 
5 = very important 
 
3. 5. Contacting the group of experts and Dr. Szilagyi, expert technical consultant14, and 
asking them to review the second draft of the English language version of the 
Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey.  They were given three days to provide their feedback 
in regard to whether they agree to use this version for the survey.   
3. 6. The group of experts and Dr. Szilagyi recommended taking two items (i.e., Can 
differentiate between and explain to the client the concepts of competence, ability, 
talent, aptitude; and Understands and implication of using their GCDF credential in 
social context, etc.) out from the survey.  These items could not be included in the 
Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey because they were not covered by the curriculum.  They 
                                                 
14
 Dr. Andreea Szilagyi served in the group of experts that adapted the GCDF curriculum to the country-specific 
needs, developing and implementing the GCDF Romania training program. 
104 
 
 
 
had been initially recommended by a few members of the group of experts on the 
grounds that they addressed them during their GCDF training sessions.  These members 
were encouraged to comment about these tasks in the open question when they would 
take the survey.  
3. 7. The final version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey approved by the group of 
experts and by Dr. Szilagyi, expert technical consultant, has 110 items. The approved 
English language version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey is presented in 
Appendix C. 
4. Translation and adaptation of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey from English 
into Romanian.  The student investigator translated the survey from English into 
Romanian.  
5. Final content review of the Romanian language version of the Romanian GCDF 
Tasks Survey.  The following steps were taken in this stage:  
5. 1. Contacting the group of experts and Dr. Szilagyi and asking them to review the 
“Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey,” translated in Romanian language. 
5. 2. The group of experts was told that they would receive one CEU from NBCC 
Romania for reviewing this final draft.  
5. 3. Reviewing the feedback from the group of experts.  Their recommendations 
pertained to changing some terms that added clarity and specificity in Romanian 
language.  Around 35 items were slightly modified as a result.  
5. 4. Finalizing the Romanian language version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey by 
including the feedback from the group of experts.  The approved Romanian language 
version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey is presented in Appendix B. 
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6. Back-translation of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey from Romanian to 
English.  A back-translation procedure, from Romanian to English, was performed to 
check the validity of the translation.  This type of procedure is common in cross-
cultural research (Brislin, 1970).  The following steps were taken in this stage: 
6. 1. Finding an expert/certified translator in Romania to perform the back-translation.  
This expert was recommended by a Professor from the American Studies department 
within University of Bucharest.  The student investigator contacted him and he 
provided back-translation for a fee.  His Vitae can be viewed in Appendix D. 
6. 2. Sending the Romanian language approved version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks 
Survey to the expert translator for back-translation from Romanian to English.  The 
back-translated version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey is presented in Appendix 
E. 
7. Comparing back-translation with the approved English language version of the 
Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey.  The student investigator observed the content 
differences between the approved English language version of the Romanian GCDF 
Tasks Survey and the back-translated version from Romanian to English were minor 
and did not affect the meaning of any item.  A few examples of such content 
differences are illustrated in Table 2, where the differences are highlighted. 
 Table 2. 
Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey: Differences between the Approved English language Version 
and the Back-Translated Version from Romanian to English. 
Approved English Language Version Back-translated Version from Romanian to 
English  
How well did the GCDF training prepare you 
for this task? 
How well prepared for this task do you 
consider yourself to be after attending the 
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1 = not prepared, 2 = somewhat prepared,  
3 = moderately prepared, 4 = prepared,  
5 = very prepared 
GCDF training program? 
 
1 = unprepared, 2 = little prepared,  
3 = quite well prepared, 4 = prepared,  
5 = very well prepared  
 
9. Using acceptance, empathy and respect to 
build and maintain a trustful relationship with 
the client.  
9. Using acceptance, empathy, and respect in 
building and maintain a trust-based 
relationship with the client.  
 
37. Using the intake interview to collect 
information about clients (e.g., demographic 
data, presenting problem, client’s lifestyle, 
family history, educational and professional 
background, etc.) 
 
37. Using the information interview in order 
to gather information on the client 
(demographic data, counseling needs, the 
client’s life style, a brief family history, 
education and professional history, etc.) 
58. Exploring and being aware of own values 
and biases in regard to diversity and 
multicultural issues. 
58. Exploring and becoming aware of one’s 
own set of values and personal stereotypes 
regarding diversity and multiculturalism. 
 
66. Referring clients to appropriate services for 
their needs (e.g., psychotherapy, psychiatric 
counseling, etc.) when they are beyond the 
GCDF’s areas of competency. 
 
66. Recommending services better suited to 
the clients’ needs (therapy, psychiatric 
counseling, etc.), when these overcome GCDF 
competence limits. 
109. Seeking supervision from a GCDF 
supervisor as needed (e.g., ethical dilemmas, 
difficult cases, when needing reassurance, etc.) 
 
109. Requiring supervision from a GCDF 
supervisor, if needed (ethical dilemmas, cases, 
support, and encouragement, etc.) 
 
These semantic differences occurred due to the fact that in Romanian language, some terms from 
English needed to be adapted and transformed so that the participants grasp the intended 
meaning of the items.  After consulting with the group of experts and the dissertation committee, 
it was decided that no modification are required to be made to the approved Romanian language 
version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey. 
The Demographic Questionnaire Development Process  
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The Demographic Questionnaire was designed to gather information about the Romanian 
GCDF certified career specialists who participated in this study.  This process consisted of the 
following six phases:  
1. Item generation for the Demographic Questionnaire, in English language. 
2. Item refinement for the English language version of the Demographic Questionnaire.  
3. Translation and adaptation of the Demographic Questionnaire from English into 
Romanian. 
4. Final review of the Romanian language version of the Demographic Questionnaire. 
5. Back-translation of the Demographic Questionnaire from Romanian to English. 
6. Comparing back-translation with the approved English language version of the 
Demographic Questionnaire. 
The steps planned for each of these four phases are described in detail in this section. 
1. Item generation for the Demographic Questionnaire, in English language. 
The list of demographic questions was generated based on the reviewed literature in the 
field of training evaluation and job analysis. Gender, Age and Ethnicity are commonly collected 
demographic data in almost any research area.  Studies (e.g., Tokuda et al., 2010; Rodriguez et 
al., 2011) investigating self-assessed preparedness took into account demographics pertaining to 
the educational context (e.g., educational environment, perceptions of teachers) or the previous 
experience of participants.  This informed the decision to collect information pertaining to: 
Highest academic degree, Educational background, Professional background prior to obtaining 
the GCDF certification, Year of obtaining the GCDF certification, Institution in which the 
GCDF training occurred, and the participant is GCDF Trainer/Master Trainer in order to test 
for its effects on the self-reported level of preparedness.  
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 The following demographics pertaining to job environment: Current job 
function/position, Percentage of career counseling activities in current work setting, and Type of 
organization in which career counseling related tasks have been performed, were collected in 
order to test for their effect on the levels of frequency and importance of GCDF tasks reported by 
the participants in the study.  Authors performing job analyses (e.g., Landy &Vasey, 1991; 
Lindell et al., 1998) controlled for the effects of characteristics of work context that might 
influence the task ratings.  
2. Item refinement for the English language version of the Demographic 
Questionnaire.  This phase consisted of the following steps: 
2. 1. Contacting the group of experts by email, presenting them with initial list of 
demographic questions intended to be used in this study, and asking them to review 
the list. They recommended adding one more question: Clients served, Current 
location of employment 
2. 2. Two more items were added as recommended by the dissertation committee: How 
long have you been performing career counseling related tasks? and Type of 
collaboration. The final approved English language version of Demographic 
Questionnaire is presented in Appendix C. 
3. Translation and adaptation of the Demographic Questionnaire from English into 
Romanian.  The questions were translated by from English into Romanian by the 
student investigator.  
4. Final review of the Romanian language version of the Demographic 
Questionnaire.  The group of experts and Dr. Szilagyi were asked for feedback 
regarding the clarity of the items in Romanian.  The recommendations were minimal.  
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The approved Romanian language version of the Demographic Questionnaire is 
presented in Appendix B. 
5. Back-translation of the Demographic Questionnaire from Romanian to English.  A 
back-translation procedure, from Romanian to English, was performed to check the 
validity of the translation.  This questionnaire was translated by the expert translator 
who provided support for the survey.  The back-translation of Demographic 
Questionnaire is presented in Appendix E.   
6. Comparing back-translation with the approved English language version of the 
Demographic Questionnaire.  The differences between these two versions were minor 
and did not affect the meaning of any item.  A few examples of such content 
differences are illustrated in Table 3, where the differences are highlighted. 
Table 3. 
Demographic Questionnaire: Differences between the Approved English Language Version and 
the Back-Translated Version from Romanian to English. 
Approved English Language Version Back-translated Version from Romanian to 
English  
4. For how long have you been performing 
career counseling related tasks? 
 
4. How long have you been fulfilling tasks in 
the field of career counseling? 
11. Clients served 
 
11. Client you work with  
13. Educational background 
 
13. Fields of education  
 
These types of differences occurred due to the fact that in the Romanian language, some terms 
from English needed to be adapted and transformed so that the participants grasp the intended 
meaning of the items.  
Pilot Testing 
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After the content validity check, refinement and back-translation validation, the approved 
Romanian language versions of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey and of the Demographic 
Questionnaires were uploaded into the online survey service SurveyMonkey.com for pilot 
testing.  This service provider combined an appropriate level of electronic security with a user-
friendly interface.  
Participants in Pilot Testing  
Ten participants for pilot testing were recommended by members of the group of experts; 
they were their former GCDF students.  These participants were contacted by e-mail by the 
member of the group of experts who recommended them. The content of the e-mail was created 
by the student investigator and consisted of instructions and questions for pilot testers: 
- Time the duration of taking the survey; 
- Provide feedback on the format of the survey (e.g., is it clear and user friendly?); 
- Provide feedback on the clarity of the content.  
The pilot testing stage lasted for a week during September 22 – 30, 2011. Six of the 10 
Romanian GCDF career consultants who were contacted participated in the pilot stage. They 
provided the following feedback: 
- Duration of completing the survey (i.e., the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey and the 
Demographic Questionnaires) was between 35 and 40 minutes. 
- The format is clear and user friendly making easy to follow the items, the questions 
and to choose the ratings. 
- The content is clear.  
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As a result of the feedback provided during the pilot testing phase no modifications were made in 
the format and content of the survey. Thus, these six cases were included in the data analysis 
together with the cases completed by the participants in the study.   
Procedures  
 The completed IRB application forms, the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey and the 
Demographic Questionnaires, the consent forms (both in English and Romanian), and a letter 
from NBCC Romania that indicated the organization’s support for this research project was sent 
to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the Syracuse University for approval to conduct 
human subjects’ research.  The IRB approval and the consent forms in English and Romanian are 
reported in Appendix F.  After the study was approved by IRB, the student investigator contacted 
NBCC Romania to ask for the mailing list of all 292 of the certified Romanian GCDF career 
consultants.  The approved Romanian language versions of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey 
and of the Demographic Questionnaires were uploaded into the online survey service 
SurveyMonkey.com for pilot testing. The Survey Monkey version of the survey is presented in 
Appendix B. 
The data collection started on October 3, 2011 and lasted until December 15, 2011.  The 
student investigator contacted by e-mail 286 Romanian GCDF career consultants; six out of the 
292 eligible participants had already participated in the pilot testing stage.  The e-mail provided a 
brief description of the research study, information about confidentiality, anonymity, incentives, 
duration of the survey and technical details (i.e., the survey needs to be completed in one session, 
the information is not saved if they stop during the survey). The e-mail also included the link for 
SurveyMonkey.com where they were informed that would find the following information: 
- Thorough description of the current research study;  
112 
 
 
 
- Informed consent information;  
- Appropriate contact information to inquire details about participating;  
- Information on how to leave their contact information in order to receive the CEU;  
- The Demographic Questionnaire 
- Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey.  
 If they agreed to participate, they were asked to click on a button that reflected their 
agreement to participate and they would be directed on the page that contained the survey.  At 
the end of the survey, participants were asked for their contact information if they chose to 
receive the CEUs.  Participants needed to fill in the survey in a single session; stopping during 
the survey would lead to losing the information.  Stopping at any time, saving the information 
and returning to complete the survey was an option not recommendable by Survey Monkey.  
This option would not leave the possibility of more than one participant completing the survey 
from the same computer.   
Data collection was a slow process and required several reminders for participants 
(October 10, October 17, October 21, November 22, December 06, December 11, December 13, 
December 14, 2011).  The administrator of the Romanian GCDF program also sent several 
reminders given that prospective participants might be more likely to open e-mails received from 
her (October 26, November 08, 2011).  Several GCDF Trainers and Master Trainers also 
contacted their former students to explain to them about the survey and to ask for their 
participants.  The Romanian GCDF career consultants were more likely to resonate with and fill 
in the survey after they were informed that the study cannot be valid without the necessary 
number of participants.  Several participants contacted the student investigator directly and 
provided positive feedback about the initiative of conducting such a study and promising that 
113 
 
 
 
they would get in touch with other colleagues and explain to them about the importance of 
participating in the study.  Many of them explained that they did not see the e-mail or that did not 
receive it. The data collection took place from October 3 – December 15, 2011.  
Data Analyses  
This section describes the type of analysis used to explore each of the six research 
questions.  IBM SPSS Statistics, version 19, was be used to analyze the data.  Descriptive 
statistics were calculated for all demographic questions and are provided in Chapter 4. 
Descriptive statistics consisting of the number, percentage and standard deviation corresponding 
to each item of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey, on all three scales (i.e., preparedness, 
frequency, and importance) were also calculated and described in table format in the Chapter 4.  
Coefficient alpha internal consistency reliability estimates were calculated for the three scales 
Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey.  Each scale was created by adding up the scores for the ratings 
on that particular scale, for all 110 items. 
RQ 1.  How prepared do Romanian GCDFs feel to perform, in their career counseling 
related work settings, tasks for which they were trained according to the GCDF Romania 
program standards? 
- Central Tendency measures (i.e., Mean) and Standard Deviation (SD) were computed 
and reported for the preparedness ratings for each task.  
- The tasks are clustered under each of the general areas of competency.     
RQ 2.  How often do Romanian GCDFs report they perform each of the GCDF tasks in 
their career counseling related work places? 
- Central Tendency measures (i.e., Mean) and Standard Deviation (SD) were computed 
and reported for the frequency ratings for each task.  
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- The tasks are clustered under each of the general areas of competency.     
RQ 3. How important do Romanian GCDFs report each of the GCDF tasks to be, in their 
career counseling related work places? 
- Central Tendency measures (i.e., Mean) and Standard Deviation (SD) were computed 
and reported for the importance ratings for each task.  
- The tasks are clustered under each of the general areas of competency.     
RQ 4. What are the tasks performed by Romanian GCDFs, that are not covered by any of 
the GCDF curriculum sub-competencies? 
- The data obtained from the open-ended question:  
Are there tasks, not covered in your Romanian GCDF training, that you have 
performed in your career counseling related work setting? If yes, please enumerate 
and describe them bellow: 
was analyzed and organized in themes, according to the existent framework of 12 GCDF 
areas of competency.  The answers that would not fit in these areas were organized in 
new themes.   
RQ 5. What is the relationship between specific demographic variables (i.e., Age, Highest 
academic degree, Educational background, Professional background prior to obtaining the 
GCDF certification, Year of obtaining the GCDF certification, Institution in which the GCDF 
training occurred, the participant is GCDF Trainer/Master Trainer) and Romanian GCDFs’ 
ratings of preparedness for performing GCDF tasks in their career counseling related 
work settings? 
The Preparedness scale was created by adding up the scores for rating preparedness for 
all 110 items.  Normality of the distribution of scores for Preparedness scale was assessed prior 
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to conducting analysis, through the Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic.  Several One-way Analyses 
of Variance (ANOVA) were conducted to test for the effects of the following demographic 
information (i.e., categorical variables): 
- Age 
- Highest academic degree, 
- Year of obtaining the GCDF certification, 
- Institution in which the GCDF training occurred, 
- Professional background prior to obtaining the GCDF certification, 
- GCDF Trainer or Master Trainer: yes/no,  
on the of Preparedness scale.   
A Two-Way Analysis of Variance was conducted to test for the effect of: 
- Year of obtaining the GCDF certification, and 
- Institution in which the GCDF training occurred 
related to the training of the GCDF Romania career consultants (i.e., GCDF Institution and 
GCDF Year of Training) and of their interaction, on the self-reported degree of preparedness.  A 
multiple regression was conducted to investigate the effect of the Educational background on the 
Preparedness scale.  
 The analysis initially considered was a multiple regression that would account for all the 
above variables. The ANOVA analyses were preferred to multiple regression for two reasons. 
Firstly, the categorical character of the independent variables (i.e., demographic data) makes 
them fit for methods focusing on differences across groups, such as one-way and two-way 
ANOVA (Keith, 2006; Palant, 2007).  Of course, categorical variables can also be included in 
multiple regressions, but each category of each variable would need to be transformed into 
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dummy variables (Keith, 2006). For example, the variable Highest academic degree would need 
to be transformed into three variables: Bachelor’s, Master’s and PhD. All the other variables, 
except for age would need to undergo the same process. This would increase the number of 
variables included in the analysis and have the potential to lower the statistical power of findings.     
Secondly, the number of cases that are eligible for analysis is considered low for multiple 
megressions: only 58 cases of all 91 participants responded to all 110 items.  The missing cases 
were excluded from analysis using the SPSS option “Exclude cases pairwise” or “Exclude cases 
analysis by analysis,” a method recommended by many researchers, when dealing with such 
situations (Palant, 2007).  Tabachnik and Fidell (2006) recommend that the sample for multiple 
regression should be at least 50 participants + 8 participant*m; where m = the independent 
variable (p. 123).  According to these authors, the current sample (i.e.,58) could include only one 
predictor in order to claim generalizability of the results. 
Multiple regressions were conducted for one analysis: to test the influence of Educational 
background, given that the design of the demographic question (i.e., “multiple choice, multiple 
answer” question) was not fit for ANOVA analysis.  Each of the educational background options 
that participants had to choose from was recorded as a separate categorical variable with dummy 
codes (i.e., 1 = if the participant chose the option, 0 = if not). The 14 categorical variables 
considered for the multiple regression analysis were: Arts, Counseling, Chemistry, Economy, 
Education, Engineering, Geology, Law, Math, Philosophy, Psychology, Social Work, Sociology 
& History, and Management.  The variable Arts was excluded from the analysis since the cases 
with this educational background had missing values on the preparedness scale.  Preparedness 
scale was regressed on the 13 variables representing an educational background.  
Effect sizes were calculated and reported for each of the analyses conducted.  
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Consideration for the small sample in interpreting the data was given in the description of the 
results in Chapter 4.   
RQ 6:  What is the relationship between job context variables (i.e., Current job 
function/position, Percentage of career counseling activities in current work setting, Type of 
organization in which career counseling related tasks have been performed, Clients Served) 
and Romanian GCDFs’ ratings of frequency and importance of GCDF tasks performed in 
their career counseling related work settings? 
Both the Importance and Frequency scales were created by adding up the scores for 
rating importance, respectively frequency, for all 110 items.  Normality of the distribution of 
scores for both these scale was assessed prior to conducting analysis, through the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov statistic.   
One-way Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) were conducted to test for the effects of the 
categorical variable on Current job function/position, and of  Percentage of career counseling 
activities in current work setting on the scores for Frequency. Same effects were investigated for 
Importance scale.  ANOVA was the preferred analysis for the reason presented previously: the 
number of cases eligible for analysis was low (i.e., 50 for frequency and 40 for importance) and 
the variables were categorical  
For the variables that were not fit for ANOVA separate multiple regressions were 
conducted.  Type of Organization in which career counseling related tasks have been performed 
and Clients Served were “multiple choice, multiple answer” questions giving the participants the 
option to choose more than one category.  This lead to the creation of multiple variables recorded 
with dummy codes.  
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For example, for the question pertaining to the Type of Organization in which 
participants have performed career counseling related tasks, 12 variables were created, each 
representing a type of organization: Private Practice, Corporation, Non-Governmental 
Organization, Inter-School Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Center, Public School, Public 
University, Information and Guidance Center,  Private University, Psycho-Pedagogical 
Assistance Center, Not practicing , Occasionally when asked (not in an organized setting), and 
Vocational Center - Social Services and Child Protection. They were recorded as dummy 
variables (i.e., 1 = if the participant chose the option, 0 = if not) and included in multiple 
regression analysis with each of the scales considered for job analysis, respectively the behavior 
level of Kirkpatrick’s model (i.e., frequency and importance).  The goal was to analyze whether 
the type of organization in which participants have been performing career counseling related 
tasks had an influence on the frequency with which they reported to perform GCDF tasks, or on 
the importance of these tasks in helping their clients.  
For the question regarding the types of Clients Served, six variables were created, each 
representing a type of client: Children, Adolescents, College students, Adults, Families, and 
Organizations.  These were also recorded as dummy variables (i.e., 1 = if the participant chose 
the option, 0 = if not) and included in multiple regression analysis with the Frequency scale, 
respectively the Importance one.  The goal in this analysis was to investigate whether the type of 
client served had an influence on the reported frequency of GCDF tasks in their jobs and the 
importance of these tasks in helping their clients.          
The decision to conduct these analyses separately was grounded in the low number of 
cases.  Had the multiple regressions included all variables considered (i.e., 12 types of 
organizations + 6 types of clients), their number would have been too high to claim 
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generalization of any findings.  Effect sizes were calculated and reported for each of the analyses 
conducted.  Consideration for the small sample in interpreting the data was given in the 
description of the results in Chapter 4.   
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Chapter IV: Results of Data Analysis 
 This chapter provides the results of the statistical analyses performed to examine the 
evaluation of the GCDF Romania training and the job analysis for the GCDF tasks.  Descriptive 
statistics were calculated for the demographic data collected in this study, and for the 
Preparedness, Frequency and Importance scales of the GCDF Romania Task survey.  The 
themes that emerged from participants’ answers, in regard to the tasks that they perform in their 
current job but that are not covered by the GCDF curriculum, are also reported.  Analyses of 
variance (ANOVA) and multiple regressions were performed to examine the effects of selected 
demographic variables on the Preparedness, Frequency and Importance scales. 
Descriptive Statistics for the Demographic Data 
Participants  
Two hundred and ninety two GCDF Romania certified career consultants were invited by 
email to participate in this study.  The GCDF Romania Tasks survey was started by 143 
respondents and completed by 91 (31.16 percent of all participants invited).  The participation 
rate is consistent with other social science on-line survey research.  For example,  the results of a 
meta-analysis of 49 studies conducted by Cook, Heath & Thompson (2000) suggested that the 
mean response rate for the 68 on-line surveys was 39.6% (SD = 19.6%).  These 91 participants 
served as the sample for this study.  The data collected in this study is presented in this section in 
the following categories: general demographic information, educational background, general 
professional background, career counseling related professional background, GCDF Romania 
related demographic information.  
The participants had the option to skip questions and, consequently, some of the data is 
incomplete.  Information regarding the number of respondents per each question is provided in 
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tables.  The percentage of participants is included in the tables as well.  Valid percent is the 
percent calculated by excluding the missing answers.  Thus, valid percentage, and not 
percentage, is the relevant value for discussing the questions on which not all 91 participants 
responded.  
General Demographic Information  
Demographic data related to age, gender, ethnicity and current location of employment 
was collected.  The participants had the option to choose the age from a list (i.e., 18 – 80 years). 
83.5 percent of the participants (N = 76) provided information about their age.  The mean age 
was 35.54 (SD of 9.55), with a range of 23 to 66.  Age is positively skewed (Skewness = .77), 
reflecting that the majority of participants were located on the left side of the age continuum: 
68.4 percent of participants had ages between 23 and 39 years.  All respondents provided 
information about gender and ethnicity.  As indicated in Table 4, the majority of respondents 
were females (90.1 percent) and Romanians (96.7 percent).  
Table 4 
Distribution of Gender and Ethnicity. 
Categories  Frequency Percent 
Gender   
    
 Male 9 9.9 
Female 82 90.1 
Ethnicity 
 
    Romanian 88 96.7 
Magyar  3 3.3 
Rroma 0 .0 
Other 0 .0 
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In answering the question regarding their current location of employment, participants 
had the option to choose from a list that contains the 41 Romanian counties and Bucharest.  The 
latter is the capital of the country (administrated separately from the counties).  As indicated in 
Table G1 (Appendix G), the majority of participants are from Bucharest (62.1 percent).  
Educational Background 
This data was collected through two questions.  First, the participants were asked to 
choose their highest academic degree from a list of four options: Bachelor, Master’s, Ph.D., and 
Other; the latter option could be filled in.  All respondents answered this question (Table 5). 
Master’s is the highest education degree reported by the majority of participants (71.4 percent).  
Table 5 
Distribution of Highest Academic Degree.  
Highest Academic Degree Frequency Percent 
Bachelor 15 16.5 
Master's 65 71.4 
PhD 11 12.1 
Total N 91 100 
 
Secondly, data regarding the educational background of participants was collected by 
asking them to choose from a list of 16 predefined choices and the option Other, that could be 
filled in (Table 6).  All 91participants answered this question.  Respondents had the possibility of 
choosing multiple options (i.e., “multiple choice, multiple answer” question design) since their 
Bachelor degree may be in one or even two domains, and their graduate degrees in others.  This 
way, they could select all the educational domains that applied to them.  Participants added 
supplementary educational domains in the field Other.  These were organized in the categories: 
Sociology & History and Management; Theology was added in the same category with Philology 
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since just one case of the former was registered and they are both related fields.  None of the 
participants had their educational background in Architecture, Biology, Medicine and Physics, 
which were among the available options to select.  
Each choice was recorded as a separate categorical variable with dummy codes (1 = if the 
participant chose the option, 0 = if not) and then defined as a Multiple Response variable in 
SPSS.  For this reason, the frequency table (Table 6) for this question presents the Percent of 
Cases for each option.  New themes emerged from the answers in the section Other: Sociology & 
History, and Management.  A total of 14 variables were created as reported in Table 6. 
Table 6 
Distribution of Educational Background. 
Educational Background  Responses Percent of Cases 
Arts 1 1.1 
Counseling 49 53.8 
Chemistry 2 2.2 
Economy 13 14.3 
Education 41 45.1 
Engineering 10 11.0 
Geography 1 1.1 
Law 3 3.3 
Math 5 5.5 
Philology & Theology 9 9.9 
Psychology 39 42.9 
Social Work 3 3.3 
Sociology & History 6 6.6 
Management 4 4.4 
Total 186 204.4 
 
The majority of participants (53.8 percent) chose counseling as one of their educational 
domains.  Since counseling is taught only at the graduate level in Romania, it means that all 
these participants have a Master’s or PhD in counseling (e.g., school counseling, management 
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and career development).  The second largest category (45.1 percent) consists of participants 
with background in education.  Following closely, the third largest category (42.9 percent) 
consisted of psychology graduates.   
General Professional Background 
Participants were asked about their professional background prior to obtaining the GCDF 
certification.  Eighty seven respondents answered this question.  Most offered just one answer 
(83) and four had two answers.  The data was analyzed and 11 themes were identified: 
Postsecondary Education (includes: teaching in postsecondary education and research), Student, 
Education (includes: teaching, translating), Counseling (includes: early intervention and 
counseling), Business (includes: economy, finances, insurance, marketing, public relations, sales, 
corporation), Human Resources( HR), IT, Psychology, Management (includes: management, 
public administration, project management), Social Work, and Other (includes: customer service 
representative, speech therapist, and training).  The latter category was created for answers given 
by less than two cases.  
For the participants that gave more than one answer, all their previous professional 
experiences could be organized under the same theme.  For example, a participant had 
experience in teaching and translating; both of them could be included in the theme Education. 
Another example: a participant had experience in Public Relations and in Marketing, domains 
that were both included under the theme Business.  These observations and the low number of 
participants who gave multiple responses did not support the creation of a variable per each 
identified theme (i.e., “multiple choice, multiple answer” question design).  The answers of the 
participants were organized, based on themes, as categories of a single variable (i.e., Professional 
Background in Table 7).  Most respondents worked in education (28.7 percent) and in HR (19.5 
125 
 
 
 
percent) prior to becoming a GCDF Romania certified career consultant.  A significant number 
of respondents come from the business domain (11.5 percent) and from psychology (8 percent).  
Table 7 
Distribution of Professional Background prior to Obtaining the GCDF Romania Certification. 
Professional Background Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Education 25 27.5            28.70    
Human Resources 17 18.7            19.50    
Business 10 11.0            11.50    
Postsecondary  Education 7 7.7              8.00    
Student 7 7.7              8.00    
Psychology 7 7.7              8.00    
Management 4 4.4              4.60    
Other 4 4.4              4.60    
Counseling 2 2.2              2.30    
IT 2 2.2              2.30    
Social Work 2 2.2              2.30    
N 87 95.6          100.00    
Missing 4 4.4 
 Total N 91 100.0  
 
Career Counseling Related Professional Background  
Several questions were asked to collect demographic information regarding this area.  
The differences in the design of these questions demanded that each of them were treated 
separately.  The data collected from these seven questions is presented in this section.  
History of performing career counseling related tasks.  Respondents were asked to 
answer the question: For how long have you been performing career counseling related tasks?  
They could choose options ranging from 0 – 3 months to over 30 years (Table G2, Appendix G).  
Twenty percent of the respondents reported performing career counseling related tasks for less 
than 3 months, 17.8 percent participants for 3 years, and 10 percent for 2 years.  
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It is noticeable in Table G2 that no cases exist for experience over 11 years, with the 
exception of one participant who has activated in this domain for more than 30 years.  To further 
investigate the descriptive statistics, the categories of this variable were transformed in numbers 
(i.e., 0 - 3 months = 0.25, 3 - 6 months = 0.5, 6 - 12 months = 0.75, over 30 years = 31) in order 
to analyze the variable as a continuous one.  The mean is 3.1 years (standard deviation = 3.9).  
As expected, the results are extremely positively skewed (4.2) and kurtosis is extremely high 
(27.5).  
Given the concentration of responses only on the left side of the continuum and the lack 
of answers between values 12-30 years, this variable will not be possible to be used in this 
format (either categorical or continuous) in analyses.  In such situations it is recommended to 
collapse the continuous variable in groups according to participants’ scores/choices (Pallant, 
2007).  This operation was made using the “Visual Binning” option from SPSS version 19, which 
“divided the sample into visual equal groups according to respondents’ scores on some variable” 
(Pallant, 2007, p. 89).  Over 88.9 percent of participants have less than 6 years of experience in 
performing career counseling related tasks (Table 8).  
Table 8 
Distribution of History of Performing Career Counseling Related Tasks: Categories. 
Categories of 
Duration 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
0 - 3 months   18 19.8 20.0 
3 months - 1 year   19 20.9 21.1 
1 - 2 years 9 9.9 10.0 
2 - 3 years 16 17.6 17.8 
3 - 6 years 18 19.8 20.0 
over 6 years 10 11.0 11.1 
N 90 98.9 100.0 
Missing 1 1.1 
 
Total N 91 100.0   
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Type of organization in which career counseling related tasks have been performed. 
Participants were asked to answer the question: Type of organization in which you have been 
performed/ are performing career counseling related tasks, by choosing from a list of the 10 
possible types of organizations.  These organizations had been selected after consultation with 
the group of experts in the survey development stage of this study.  If none of these organizations 
fit their situation, participants had the option to choose Other and fill in the information. Just one 
GCDF career consultant did not answer this question.  Respondents could choose multiple 
options (i.e., multiple choice, multiple answer question design) since they might have worked in 
more than just one type of organization.   
Participants added supplementary types of organizations in the field Other.  These were 
organized in three new categories: Not practicing, Occasionally when asked (not in an organized 
setting), and Vocational Center within the Agency for Social Services and Child Protection. 
Although each of these categories had just one case, the decision was made to not cluster them in 
one category (i.e., Other) as they are representative of the realities of GCDF Romania career 
consultants and provide valuable descriptive information about the range of employment options 
and settings.  For example, several such consultants contacted the researchers apologizing that 
they cannot participate in the survey because they are not practicing or they do it in an 
unorganized manner, only when asked.  Moreover, the Vocational Center within the Agency for 
Social Services and Child Protection is a type of organization of which the researcher or the 
group of experts were not aware as a location in which career services are offered.  
Each choice was recorded as a separate categorical variable with dummy codes (1 = if the 
participant chose the option, 0 = if not) and then defined as a Multiple Response variable in 
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SPSS.  For this reason, the frequency table (Table 9) for this question presents the Percent of 
Cases for each option.  
Table 9 
Distribution of Type of Organization in which Career Counseling Related Tasks have been 
Performed. 
Types of Organizations Responses Percent of Cases 
Private Practice   27 30 
Corporation   19 21.1 
Non-Governmental Organization 17 18.9 
Inter-School Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Center   14 15.6 
Public School (e.g., elementary, middle or high school)  13 14.4 
Public University   10 11.1 
Information and Guidance Center 4 4.4 
Private University    4 4.4 
Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Center   3 3.3 
Not practicing 1 1.1 
Occasionally when asked (not in an organized setting) 1 1.1 
Vocational Center - Social Services and Child Protection  1 1.1 
Private School (e.g., elementary, middle or high school)     0 0 
Total 114 126.7 
 
The majority of organizations in which participants performed career counseling related 
tasks are NGOs (18.9 percent), Corporation (21.1 percent) and Private Practice (30 percent).  A 
considerable number of cases were reported in the school system: Inter-School Psycho-
Pedagogical Assistance Centers (ISPPAC – 15.6 percent) and Public School (14.4 percent).  In 
the postsecondary educational system, 11.1 percent reported performing such activities within 
Public University setting and just 4.4 percent in Private University.     
Type of collaboration. Data regarding the type of collaboration was collected from 
participants who were asked to choose between the options: Employed, Volunteer, Self-
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employed/Entrepreneur (Table 10).  If none of these types fit their situation, they had the option 
to choose Other and fill in the information.  Respondents could choose multiple options (i.e., 
multiple choice, multiple answer question design) since they might have had more than just one 
type of collaboration. 89 participants answered this question.  The majority (62.9 percent) were 
employed.  Two more categories emerged from participants’ answers: Student and Consultant.  
Table 10 
Distribution of Type of Collaboration. 
Type of Collaboration Responses Percent of Cases 
Employed 56 62.9 
Volunteer 24 27.0 
Self-employed/ Entrepreneur 18 20.2 
Student 3 3.4 
Consultant 2 2.2 
Total cases 103 115.7 
 
Current job function/position. Participants were asked to fill in the function or position 
that they are currently holding.  Eighty nine of them answered this question: most of them 
offered just one answer (84) and just a few (5) had two answers.  The data was analyzed and 12 
themes were identified: Postsecondary Educator (includes: Associate Professor, Adjunct, 
Instructor, Professor, Department Chair), School Counselor (includes: psycho-pedagogical 
teacher, school counselor, psycho-pedagogical counselor, vocational guidance counselor), 
Teacher (includes: primary school teacher, English teacher, PreK teacher, school inspector), 
Trainer, Unemployed, Career Counselor (includes: career counselor, counselor, career guidance 
counselor, specialized educator in vocational center, vocational guidance counselor), HR 
Specialist ( HR analyst, HR consultant), Manager, Psychologist, Consultant, Entrepreneur, and 
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Other (includes: student, data entry specialist, CSR, homemaker).  Other included answers from 
less than two cases.  
For the participants that gave more than one answer, their first answer was considered. 
For example, one participant gave the answer: Associate Professor, Psychotherapist, Counselor; 
this case was included under the theme Postsecondary Educator. In other cases, both their 
answers could be included under the same theme (e.g., Professor and Department Chair fall 
under the same category: Postsecondary Education).  The low number of participants who gave 
multiple responses did not support the creation of a variable per each identified theme (i.e., 
“multiple choice, multiple answer” question design).  The answers of the participants were 
organized, based on themes, as categories of a single variable (Current job function). Most 
respondents reported working as school counselors (16.9 percent), career counselors (16.9 
percent), HR specialists (16.9 percent) and Educators (10.1 percent).  
Table 11 
Distribution of Current Job Function 
Current Job Position Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
School Counselor 15 16.5 16.9 
Career Counselor 15 16.5 16.9 
HR Specialist 15 16.5 16.9 
Postsecondary Educator 9 9.9 10.1 
Manager 6 6.6 6.7 
Other 6 6.6 6.7 
Teacher 5 5.5 5.6 
Unemployed 5 5.5 5.6 
Psychologist 4 4.4 4.5 
Entrepreneur 4 4.4 4.5 
Consultant 3 3.3 3.4 
Trainer 2 2.2 2.2 
N 89 97.8 100 
Missing 2 2.2 
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Total N 91 100   
 
History in current job position/function.  Respondents were asked to answer the 
question: For how long have you been in this current job function/position? by choosing options 
ranging from 0 – 3 months to over 30 years (Table G3, Appendix G).  All 91 participants 
answered this question.  Seventeen (17.6) percent of respondents have been in their current job 
for 3 years, 14.3 percent for 2 years and 13.2 percent for less than 3 months.  It is noticeable in 
Table G3 that very few cases exist for categories over 7 years.  To further investigate the 
descriptive statistics, the categories of this variable were transformed in numbers (i.e., 0 - 3 
months = 0.25, 3 - 6 months = 0.5, 6 - 12 months = 0.75, over 30 years = 31) in order to analyze 
the variable as a continuous one.  The mean is 3.9 years of being in current job position (standard 
deviation = 4.9).  As expected, the results are extremely positively skewed (3.4) and kurtosis is 
very high (14.7).  
Given the concentration of responses on the left side of the continuum and the very few 
answers between values 7-31 years, this variable will not be possible to be used in this format 
(either categorical or continuous) in analyses.  In such situations it is recommended to collapse 
the continuous variable in groups according to participants’ scores/choices (Pallant, 2007).  This 
operation was made using the “Visual Binning” option from SPSS version 19, which “divided 
the sample into visual equal groups according to respondents’ scores on some variable” (Pallant, 
2007, p. 89).  Eighty six (86.8) percent of participants have less than 6 years of experience in 
performing career counseling related tasks (Table 12).  This finding is consistent with the data 
regarding the history of performing career counseling related tasks: 88.9 percent of participants 
have reported less than 6 years of experience.  
Table 12 
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Distribution of History in Current Job Position: Categories. 
Categories of Duration Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
0 - 6 months   17 18.7 18.7 
6 months - 2 years   25 27.5 27.5 
2 - 3 years 16 17.6 17.6 
3 - 4 years 5 5.5 5.5 
4 - 6 years 16 17.6 17.6 
Over 6 years 12 13.2 13.2 
Total 91 100.0 100.0 
  
Percentage of career counseling related activities in current work setting.  The data 
collected for this question shows than the 26.7 percent of participants perform 10 percent or less 
career counseling related tasks in their current work setting.  Descriptive statistics show a mean 
of 32.3 percent of career tasks (SD – 23.2).  The results are positively skewed (1.2) and Kurtosis 
is high (1), but almost within normal range (i.e., 0-1).  
Table 13 
Distribution of Percentage of Career Counseling Related Activities in Current Work Setting. 
Percentage of Career 
Counseling Related 
Activities 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
10 percent 23 25.3 26.7 
20 percent 16 17.6 18.6 
30 percent 19 20.9 22.1 
40 percent 11 12.1 12.8 
50 percent 4 4.4 4.7 
60 percent 2 2.2 2.3 
70 percent 4 4.4 4.7 
80 percent 3 3.3 3.5 
90 percent 2 2.2 2.3 
100 percent 2 2.2 2.3 
Total 86 94.5 100.0 
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Missing 5 5.5 
 
Total 91 100,0   
  
Clients served.  Data regarding the type of collaboration was collected from participants 
who were asked to choose between the options shown in Table 14.  Respondents had the 
possibility of choosing multiple options (i.e., multiple choice, multiple answer question design) 
since they might have had more than just one type of clients that they worked with.  Ninety 
participants answered this question.  
Table 14 
Distribution of Clients Served. 
Clients Served Responses Percent of Cases 
Adults 59 65.6 
College Students 42 46.7 
Adolescents 38 42.2 
Children 25 27.8 
Families 22 24.4 
Organizations 12 13.3 
Total 198 220 
  
The majority of participants worked with adults (65.6 percent), college students (46.2 percent) 
and adolescents (42.2 percent).    
GCDF Romania related demographic information  
Several questions were asked to collect demographic information regarding this area.  
The differences in the design of these questions demands that each of them are treated separately.  
The data collected from these seven questions is presented in this section. 
Year of obtaining the GCDF Romania certification.  Participants had the option to 
choose the year in which they obtained their certification.  The options ranged from 2005 (i.e., 
the first year in which the certification was implemented) to 2011 (i.e., the year in which the 
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current study was conducted).  The largest percent of participants obtained certifications in the 
last 4 years as presented in Table 15.  This is consistent with the fact that the number of trainees 
increased over the last 4 years.  For example, in 2005, 14 GCDF Romania trainees were awarded 
the certificate (just 7 of them are recertified), 3 in 2006, 33 in 2007, and 46 in 2008.  The rest of 
196 GCDF Romania career consultants obtained their certificate between 2009 and 2011.   
Table 15 
Distribution of Year of GCDF Romania Certification. 
Year of GCDF 
Certification  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
2005 6 6.6 6.7 
2006 3 3.3 3.4 
2007 9 9.9 10.1 
2008 13 14.3 14.6 
2009 17 18.7 19.1 
2010 19 20.9 21.3 
2011 22 24.2 24.7 
Total 89 97.8 100.0 
Missing 2 2.2 
 
Total 91 100.0   
  
Institution in which the GCDF Romania training occurred.  Participants were asked 
to fill in the name of the institution where they were trained. 88 of them offered this information. 
Eight institutions emerged as themes from their answers (Table 16).  The largest group of GCDF 
career consultants from Romania were trained in the University of Bucharest (26.1 percent) and 
in the Polytechnic University of Bucharest (17 percent).  Both these universities are public and 
were classified by the Ministry of Education, Research, Youth and Sport, according to the results 
of a survey at a U.E. level, in the top tier, as institutions of advanced research and education 
(Order of Ministry 5262/2011).  A considerable number of respondents were trained at the 
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Petroleum-Gas University of Ploiesti (15.9), recognized by the same Order as a primarily 
educational institution. 
Table 16 
Distribution of Institution in which the GCDF Romania Training Occurred.  
GCDF Training Institution Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
The University of Bucharest 23 25.3 26.1 
Polytechnic University of Bucharest 15 16.5 17 
Petroleum-Gas University of Ploiesti 14 15.4 15.9 
Titu Maiorescu University 8 8.8 9.1 
APT 8 8.8 9.1 
Active Labs 8 8.8 9.1 
NBCC Romania 5 5.5 5.7 
Petru Maior University of Targu Mures 5 5.5 5.7 
Spiru Haret University 2 2.2 2.3 
N 88 96.7 100 
Missing 3 3.3 
 
Total N 91 100   
 
GCDF and GCDF Trainer.  The last question in the demographic survey asked 
participants to answer whether they were GCDF Trainers.  Participants were informed that this is 
an optional question: since they were only 27 GCDF Trainers, the probability of identifying their 
answers were high.  Still, as Table 17 indicate, 33.8 percent of the 65 respondents revealed their 
identity as GCDF Trainers.    
Table 17 
Distribution: GCDF and GCDF Trainer.   
 GCDF Category Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
GCDF 43 47.3 66.2 
GCDF Trainer 22 24.2 33.8 
N 65 71.4 100.0 
Missing 26 28.6 
 
Total 91 100.0   
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Descriptive Statistics for the GCDF Romania Task Survey 
This section provides the descriptive statistics regarding the self-reported degree of 
preparedness, frequency and importance to perform tasks within the GCDF Romania Task 
Survey.  This survey consisted of 111 items representing competencies covered by the GCDF 
Romania curriculum.  For each of these 111 items participants were asked to answer to the 
following three questions by choosing a rating on a Likert-type scale from 1 to 5 with the 
following anchors: 
Table 18 
Scales, Questions and Ratings. 
Scale Question 
Likert Scale Ratings and Anchors  
 
P
re
p
a
re
d
n
es
s 
 
How well did the 
GCDF training 
prepared you for this 
task? 
1 = not 
prepared 
2 = 
somewhat 
prepared 
3 = 
moderately 
prepared 
4 = 
prepared 
5 = very 
prepared 
F
re
q
u
en
cy
 
How often do you 
perform this task in 
your work setting? 
1 = never 2 = rarely 
3 = 
occasionally 
4 = 
frequently 
5 = 
routinely 
Im
p
o
rt
a
n
ce
 
How important is this 
task in helping your 
clients? 
1 = not 
important 
2 = 
somewhat 
important 
3 = 
moderately 
important 
4 = 
important 
5 = very 
important 
 
Reliability statistics were calculated for each of these three scales and they are reported 
below.  Each scale was created by adding up the scores for the ratings on that particular scale, for 
all 110 items. 
- Preparedness scale.  Since just 58 participants completed all the items of the scale,  
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just these cases were considered for statistical analyses.  The Cronbach's Alpha is .99, 
indicating very good reliability of the preparedness scale.  
- Frequency scale.  Just the 52 complete cases were considered for the statistical 
analysis performed with this scale.  The Cronbach's Alpha is .99, indicating very good 
reliability of the frequency scale.  
- Importance scale.  Just 40 cases were considered for the statistical analysis performed 
with this scale.  The Cronbach's Alpha is .98, indicating very good reliability of the 
importance scale. 
Pearson Correlation was calculated in order to investigate the relationship between the 
three scales and to check for colinearity.  All of them are positively correlated as reported in 
Table 19.  The strongest correlation occurred between the level of Preparedness reported by the 
participants and Frequency of the GCDF tasks performed by them within their career counseling 
related work places. 
Table 19 
Pearson Correlation: Preparedness, Importance and Frequency 
 
 
Preparedness Scale 
 
 
Importance Scale 
 
 
Frequency Scale 
 
Preparedness Scale 1.000 .447 .817 
Importance Scale .447 1.000 .460 
Frequency Scale .817 .460 1.000 
 
Research Question (RQ) 1:  How prepared do Romanian GCDFs feel to perform, in their 
career counseling related work settings, tasks for which they were trained according to the 
GCDF Romania program standards? 
Participants’ self-reported degrees of preparedness in regard to their ability to perform 
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tasks within the GCDF Romania Task Survey are presented in Table H1 (Appendix H).  
Descriptive information (i.e., number of respondents, means, and standards deviations) is 
reported for each of the 110 items; the tasks are clustered under the general areas of competency.  
The means of the 110 tasks on the preparedness scale ranged from 2.70 to 4.63 (2 = somewhat 
prepared, 3 = moderately prepared, 4 = prepared, 5 = very prepared). 
Based on the data collected from all participants, the top 10 tasks (means between 4.21 
and 4.63) for which GCDF Romania career consultants feel prepared for after attending the 
training are: 
1. Informing clients about the aspects pertaining to the confidentiality of the career 
intervention process; (N = 91, M = 4.63, SD = 0.64). 
2. Assisting clients in developing their Curriculum Vitae; (N = 90, M = 4.47, SD = 0.72). 
3. Using acceptance, empathy and respect to build and maintain a trustful relationship with 
the client; (N = 91, M = 4.35, SD = 0.79). 
4. Organizing the office space for individual/group sessions in a manner that guarantees 
confidentiality and comfort; (N = 90, M = 4.31, SD = 0.91). 
5. Storing clients’ files (e.g., worksheets, assessment results, intake forms, disclosure 
statements, progress notes, etc.) in a secure place; (N = 91, M = 4.31, SD = 0.94). 
6. Using SWOT analysis to support clients in making decisions; (N = 90, M = 4.29, SD = 
0.85). 
7. Informing clients about the rules concerning the career intervention process (e.g., 
duration of session, materials provided, payment fee); (N = 91, M = 4.25, SD = 0.94). 
8. Assisting clients in writing cover letters; (N = 89, M = 4.25, SD = 0.90). 
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9. Informing clients about: the areas of expertise and professional experience (GCDF, other 
certifications, etc.), the type of services offered, and the populations served; (N = 90, M = 
4.22, SD = 0.97). 
10. Using the intake interview to collect information about clients (e.g., demographic data, 
presenting problem, client’s lifestyle, family history, educational and professional 
background); (N = 91, M = 4.21, SD = 0.86). 
The tasks (means between 2.7 and 3.1) for which GCDF Romania career consultants feel 
least prepared for after attending the training are:  
1. Applying training and development models when providing training and consultancy for 
organizations (i.e., performance model, learning model, strategic model); (N = 89, M = 
2.70, SD = 1.33). 
2. Developing career development programs for organizations; (N = 89, M = 2.76, SD = 
1.38). 
3. Informing clients about different systems of classifications of occupations (e.g., Robert 
Reich, International Labor Organization); (N = 91, M = 2.86, SD = 1.15). 
4. Using Super’s life-career rainbow/lifespan theory (i.e., analyzing the 5 developmental 
stages characterized by unique responsibilities and roles) in the career intervention 
process; (N = 90, M = 2.90, SD = 1.20). 
5. Informing clients on policies and trends in the European labor market; (N = 91, M = 2.97, 
SD = 1.10). 
6. Using Gellat’s Positive Uncertainty Theory (i.e., uncertainty about future can be an 
opportunity for client, etc.) to encourage clients’ flexibility in the decision making 
process; (N = 91, M = 3.02, SD = 1.27). 
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7. Verifying the technical characteristics of the instruments (e.g., reliability, validity, norms, 
etc); (N = 91, M = 3.02, SD = 1.13). 
8. Evaluating the impact of promotion campaigns and using this data in future activities; (N 
= 89, M = 3.02, SD = 1.22). 
9. Knowing the laws and policies pertaining to minority groups and groups with special 
needs; (N = 90, M = 3.06, SD = 1.23). 
10. Using systemic interventions to support client in exploring the mutual impact between the 
socio-economic system and individuals;  (N = 89, M = 3.09, SD = 1.00). 
The mean of Preparedness items’ means.  The Preparedness scale was calculated by 
adding up the total scores of the preparedness ratings for all 110 items/task.  SPSS calculates this 
by multiplying the number of items (in our case 110) with the ratings of each participant for each 
of these items (Paladi, 2007).  Just 58 participants rated preparedness on all 110 items. Just their 
ratings were considered by SPSS in calculating the mean of the Preparedness scale (422.29).  By 
dividing this mean to the number of items of the GCDF Romania Task Survey (i.e., 110) we 
obtained the mean of Preparedness items means: 3.84 (3 = moderately prepared; 4 = prepared). 
Another way to calculate this statistic involves computing the mean of all items’ means 
reported in Table H1.  However, given that not all participants rated preparedness on all 110 
items, the results would be slightly different.  We opted for the accuracy provided the former 
modality.  Thus, 3.84 is the mean of the means of items rated on the preparedness scale by the 58 
participants who completed all its 110 items.  This suggests that participants feel generally 
prepared for the GCDF Romania tasks as a result of participating to the GCDF Romania training 
(3 = moderately prepared; 4 = prepared).  
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The means of each 12 general areas of competency were calculated in a similar manner: 
the items under each of these areas were clustered in subscales and then the means of each 
subscale was calculated in SPSS.  These means were divided by the number of items included in 
each area of competency.  Table 20 reports the number of participants who rated preparedness on 
items per each area of competency, the number of items/tasks included in each of these areas, 
and the mean of means for each area of competency 
Table 20  
Means of Preparedness Items’ Means clustered per Competency Areas. 
 Competency Areas N 
No. of Items  
Included in the   
Competency  
Area  
The Mean of  
Item Means 
Employability Skills  89 10 4.11 
Ethical and Legal Issues  88 12 3.97 
Program Management and Implementation  89 2 3.90 
Technology  88 3 3.84 
Assessment  83 21 3.81 
Helping Skills  78 25 3.77 
Diverse Populations  88 4 3.70 
Supervision  88 3 3.58 
Career Development Models  86 10 3.55 
Promotion and Public Relations  88 3 3.43 
Labor Market Information 86 10 3.35 
Training Clients and Peers  89 7 3.30 
    
The results reported in Table 20 suggest that participants feel moderately prepared for 
tasks included in all competency areas.  Respondents feel most prepared for the tasks pertaining 
to Employability Skills, Ethical and Legal Issues, Program Management and Implementation, 
Technology, Assessment and Helping Skills.  They feel least prepared for those tasks included in 
the following competency areas: Training Clients and Peers, Labor Market Information, 
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Promotion and Public Relations, Career Development Models, Supervision and Diverse 
Populations. 
Research Question 2: How often do Romanian GCDFs report they perform each of the 
GCDF tasks in their career counseling related work places?  
Participants’ responses about the frequency with which they engage in performing GCDF 
Romania tasks in their current career counseling related work settings are reported in Table I1 
(Appendix I).  Number of respondent, means, and standard deviations for each item are reported. 
The means of tasks ranges from 2.11 to 4.30 (1 = never; 2 = rarely; 3 = occasionally; 4 = 
frequently; 5 = routinely) 
Based on the data collected from all participants, the top 10 frequently used tasks (means 
between 3.89 and 4.30) are:  
1. Informing clients about the aspects pertaining to the confidentiality of the career 
intervention process; (N = 91, M = 4.30, SD = 1.19).  
2. Using acceptance, empathy and respect to build and maintain a trustful relationship with 
the client; (N = 91, M = 4.18, SD = 1.09). 
3. Storing clients’ files (e.g., worksheets, assessment results, intake forms, disclosure 
statements, progress notes) in a secure place; (N = 91, M = 4.16, SD = 1.22). 
4. Using nonverbal communication skills (e.g., eye contact, body posture, gestures, facial 
expression,); (N = 90, M = 4.11, SD = 1.09). 
5. Organizing the office space for individual/group sessions in a manner that guarantees 
confidentiality and comfort; (N = 90, M = 3.98, SD = 1.28). 
6. Informing clients about the rules concerning the career intervention process (e.g., 
duration of session, materials provided, payment fee); (N = 91, M = 3.95, SD = 1.28). 
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7. Informing clients about their rights and obligations in the career intervention process; (N 
= 91, M = 3.92, SD = 1.28). 
8. Using summarization skills; (N = 91, M = 3.91, SD = 1.14). 
9. Using the intake interview to collect information about clients (e.g., demographic data, 
presenting problem, client’s lifestyle, family history, educational and professional 
background); (N = 90, M = 3.90, SD = 1.25). 
10. Assisting clients in developing their Curriculum Vitae; (N = 89, M = 3.90, SD = 1.29). 
The 10 least frequently (means between 2.11 and 2.67) reported performed tasks by participants 
were: 
1. Reporting ethical situations to NBCC Romania; (N = 90, M = 2.11, SD = 1.39). 
2. Developing career development programs for organizations; (N = 89, M = 2.22, SD = 
1.36). 
3. Applying training and development models when providing training and consultancy for 
organizations (i.e., performance model, learning model, strategic model); (N = 88, M = 
2.24, SD = 1.37). 
4. Seeking supervision from a GCDF supervisor as needed (e.g., ethical dilemmas, difficult 
cases, when needing reassurance); (N = 89, M = 2.33, SD = 1.26). 
5. Using Super’s life-career rainbow/lifespan theory (i.e., analyzing the 5 developmental 
stages characterized by unique responsibilities and roles) in the career intervention 
process; (N = 90, M = 2.36, SD = 1.23). 
6. Informing clients about different systems of classifications of occupations (e.g., Robert 
Reich, International Labor Organization); (N = 91, M = 2.40, SD = 1.21). 
144 
 
 
 
7. Evaluating the impact of promotion campaigns and using this data in future activities; (N 
= 89, M = 2.57, SD = 1.34). 
8. Using Gellat’s Positive Uncertainty Theory (i.e., uncertainty about future can be an 
opportunity for client, etc.) to encourage clients’ flexibility in the decision making 
process; (N = 91, M = 2.62, SD = 1.28). 
9. Informing clients on policies and trends in the European labor market; (N = 91, M = 2.66, 
SD = 1.26). 
10. Knowing the laws and policies pertaining to minority groups and groups with special 
needs; (N = 90, M = 2.67, SD = 1.43).  
The mean of Frequency items’ means.  The Frequency scale was calculated by adding 
up the total scores of the frequency ratings for all 110 items/tasks.  SPSS calculates this by 
multiplying the number of items with the ratings of each participant for each of these items 
(Paladi, 2007).  Just 52 participants rated preparedness on all 110 items.  Their answers were 
considered by SPSS in calculating the mean of the Frequency scale (380.83).  By dividing this 
mean to the number of items of the GCDF Romania Task Survey (i.e., 110) we obtained the 
mean of Frequency items’ means: 3.46 (3 = occasionally; 4 = frequently). 
Another way to calculate this statistic involves computing the mean of all items mean 
reported in Table I1.  However, given that not all participants rated preparedness on all 110 
items, the results would be slightly different.  We opted for the accuracy provided the former 
modality.  The 3.46 value suggests that participants are using the GCDF Romania tasks for 
helping their clients of occasional (= 3) to frequent (= 4) basis. 
The means of each 12 general areas of competency were calculated in a similar manner: 
the items under each of these areas were clustered in subscales and then the means of each 
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subscale was calculated in SPSS.  These means were divided by the number of items included in 
each area of competency.  Table 21 reports the number of participants who rated frequency on 
items per each area of competency, the number of items/tasks included in each of these areas, 
and the mean of means of each area of competency.   
Table 21 
Means of Items Means of Frequency clustered per Competency Areas. 
 Competency Areas N 
No. of Items  
Included in the   
Competency  
Area  
The Mean of  
Item Means 
Employability Skills 85 10 3.62 
Helping Skills 76 25 3.55 
Assessment 79 21 3.54 
Program Management and Implementation  89 2 3.54 
Ethical and Legal Issues  85 12 3.47 
Technology  87 3 3.43 
Diverse Populations  88 4 3.38 
Career Development Models  86 10 3.09 
Labor Market Information 86 10 2.89 
Promotion and PR  89 3 2.84 
Training Clients and Peers  87 7 2.81 
Supervision 89 3 2.69 
    
The results reported in Table 21 suggest that the most frequently used tasks are those 
included in the following areas of competency: Employability Skills, Helping Skills, Assessment, 
Program Management and Implementation, Ethical and Legal Issues and Technology.  The tasks 
used most rarely are those pertaining to Supervision, Training Clients and Peers, Promotion and 
Public Relations, Labor Market Information, Career Development Models, and Diverse 
Populations. 
Research Question 3: How important do Romanian GCDFs report each of the GCDF tasks 
to be, in their career counseling related work places? 
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              Participants’ responses representing the perceived importance of each task item of the 
GCDF Romania Task Survey, within their career counseling related work places, are presented 
in Table J1 (Appendix J).  Number of respondent, means, and standard deviations for each item 
are reported.  Mean of items ranges from 3.35 to 4.71 (1 = not important; 2 = somewhat 
important; 3 = moderately important; 4 = important; 5 = very important). 
 The 10 most important tasks (means between 4.53 and 4.71) within the GCDF Romania 
Task Survey to be performed in participants' career counseling related work places were:  
1. Using nonverbal communication skills (e.g., eye contact, body posture, gestures, facial 
expression); (N = 90, M = 4.71, SD = 0.59).  
2. Using acceptance, empathy and respect to build and maintain a trustful relationship with 
the client; (N = 89, M = 4.71, SD = 0.55). 
3. Informing clients about the aspects pertaining to the confidentiality of the career 
intervention process; (N = 91, M = 4.68, SD = 0.80). 
4. Storing clients’ files (e.g., worksheets, assessment results, intake forms, disclosure 
statements, progress notes, etc.) in a secure place; (N = 91, M = 4.64, SD = 0.77). 
5. Referring clients to appropriate services for their needs (e.g., psychotherapy, psychiatric 
counseling, etc.) when they are beyond the GCDF’s areas of competency; (N = 91, M = 
4.60, SD = 0.80). 
6. Being aware of personal values, strengths and weaknesses and understanding how these 
can affect your relationship with clients; (N = 90, M = 4.59, SD = 0.78). 
7. Organizing the office space for individual/group sessions in a manner that guarantees 
confidentiality and comfort; (N = 90, M = 4.58, SD = 0.72). 
8. Identifying clients’ transferable skills; (N = 90, M = 4.58, SD = 0.79).  
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9. Using the intake interview to collect information about clients (e.g., demographic data, 
presenting problem, client’s lifestyle, family history, educational and professional 
background); (N = 91, M = 4.54, SD = 0.82). 
10. Consulting the GCDF Code of Ethics; (N = 90, M = 4.53, SD = 0.86). 
The 10 least important GCDF tasks (means between 3.35 and 3.80; 3 = moderately important; 4 
= important) in the participants’ career counseling related workplace are:  
1. Informing clients about different systems of classifications of occupations (e.g., Robert 
Reich, International Labor Organization); (N = 89, M = 3.35, SD = 1.27).  
2. Using Super’s life-career rainbow/lifespan theory (i.e., analyzing the 5 developmental 
stages characterized by unique responsibilities and roles) in the career intervention 
process; (N = 89, M = 3.62, SD = 1.16). 
3. Informing clients about the Romanian Classification of Occupations (COR; e.g., criteria, 
codes, etc.) in the career planning process; (N = 91, M = 3.66, SD = 1.16). 
4. Informing clients about the theoretical orientation and about the strategies used in the 
career intervention process; (N = 91, M = 3.67, SD = 1.19). 
5. Informing clients on policies and trends in the European labor market; (N = 90, M = 3.70, 
SD = 1.09). 
6. Informing clients on policies and trends in the global labor market; (N = 90, M = 3.76, 
SD = 1.02). 
7. Educating clients about the difference between informal and formal training; (N = 89, M 
= 3.76, SD = 1.22). 
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8. Using Gellat’s Positive Uncertainty Theory (i.e., uncertainty about future can be an 
opportunity for client, etc.) to encourage clients’ flexibility in the decision making 
process; (N = 89, M = 3.78, SD = 1.14). 
9. Informing clients about key concepts of the labor market (e.g., unemployment rate); (N = 
91, M = 3.79, SD = 1.07). 
10. Using Krumboltz’ Social Learning Theory (i.e., analyzing the following elements that 
influence career decisions: genetic inheritance, special skills, environment, learning 
experiences, and ability to solve tasks influence career decisions) in the career 
intervention process; (N = 90, M = 3.80, SD = 1.12). 
The mean of Importance items’ means.  The Importance scale was calculated by 
adding up the total scores of the importance ratings for all 110 items/tasks.  SPSS calculates this 
by multiplying the number of items with the ratings of each participant for each of these items 
(Paladi, 2007).  Just 40 participants rated preparedness on all 110 items.  Their answers were 
considered by SPSS in calculating the mean of the Importance scale (471.5).  By dividing this 
mean to the number of items of the GCDF Romania Task Survey (i.e., 110) we obtained the 
mean of Importance items’ means: 4.29 (4 = important; 5 = very important). 
Another way to calculate this statistic involves computing the mean of all items mean 
reported in Table J1.  However, given that not all participants rated preparedness on all 110 
items, the results would be slightly different.  We opted for the accuracy provided the former 
modality.  The 4.29 value suggests that participants consider that the GCDF Romania tasks are 
important (= 4) to very important (= 5) in helping their clients. 
The means of each 12 general areas of competency were calculated in a similar manner: 
the items under each of these areas were clustered in subscales and then the means of each 
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subscale was calculated in SPSS.  These means were divided by the number of items included in 
each area of competency.  Table 22 reports the number of participants who rated importance on 
items per each area of competency, the number of items/tasks included in each of these areas, 
and the mean of means for each competency area. 
Table 22 
Means of Items Means of Importance clustered per Competency Areas. 
 Competency Areas N 
No. of Items  
Included in the   
Competency  
Area  
The Mean of  
Item Means 
Ethical and Legal Issues 83 10 4.41 
Supervision 88 25 4.38 
Helping Skills 71 21 4.37 
Employability Skills 85 2 4.33 
Assessment 74 12 4.29 
Diverse Populations 86 3 4.28 
Program Management and Implementation 89 4 4.28 
Technology 85 10 4.18 
Promotion and PR 88 10 4.13 
Training Clients and Peers 87 3 4.04 
Career Development Models 81 7 3.93 
Labor Market 82 3 3.78 
 
The results reported in Table 22 suggest that the most important tasks, reported by 
Romanian GCDF career consultants, in helping their clients, are those pertaining to Ethical and 
Legal Issues, Supervision, Helping Skills, Employability Skills, Assessment, Diverse Populations, 
and Program Management and Implementation.   The tasks considered least important in helping 
their clients are included in the following competency areas: Labor Market Information, Career 
Development Models, Training Clients and Peers, Promotion and Public Relations and 
Technology. 
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Research Question 4: What are the tasks performed by Romanian GCDFs, that are not 
covered by any of the GCDF curriculum sub-competencies? 
Thirty six participants answered this question.  Twenty one of these participants reported 
that they are not performing tasks that were not covered by the Romanian GCDF curriculum.  
Three of these 21 participants left the following comments: 
- Comment 1: “The course thoroughly covers large areas of competencies and skills and 
I have not identified so far tasks beyond those covered by it; 
- Comment 2: “The course help me very much in developing activities adjacent to my 
main activity of HR recruiter”;  
- Comment 3: 
I am an inspector for primary education and I have 1317 teachers who are subordinates. 
This course helped to think about restructuring the educational system. Also, it helped 
me to deal with the teachers who do not become tenured on their job because they did 
not obtain the necessary grade.   
 
By reviewing the answers given by the other 15 participants, one aspect was evident: they 
reported both tasks that they are performing and that are not covered by the Romanian GCDF, 
and also made recommendations for improving the curriculum.  In some situations it was 
difficult to categorize the answers as either tasks or recommendations.  For this reason, all the 
answers were analyzed together and organized in several themes, according to the existent 
framework of the 12 GCDF areas of competency.  The answers that would not fit in these areas 
were organized in new themes.    
For the answers that were clearly given as recommendations, the participants’ comments 
are provided below.  The following themes of tasks and recommendations were identified:  
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1. Administrative Tasks.  Two participants offered the following answers pertaining to 
this theme: meetings with employees (e.g., answering questions, summarizing 
meetings, reporting important messages, etc.); creating activity reports; developing and 
organizing a work agenda; creating forms for clients. 
2. Coaching.  Two participants reported that they are performing coaching tasks.   
3. Consultancy.  Five participants reported performing the following tasks that were not 
covered by the Romanian GCDF curriculum: consultancy for entrepreneurship 
activities;  personal development consultancy; management consultancy; offering 
consultancy to the client in regard to the type of collaboration that best fit the client 
(employment, collaboration, entrepreneurship); task  and time management; stress 
management techniques  for self and clients and organizations. 
4. Ethical and Legal Issues.  The following answers of four participants appeared to be 
recommendations of issues that would need to be covered by the Romanian GCDF 
curriculum: implications of trademark law for career counseling; how to deal with 
ethical cases; understanding the implication of using their credential in social context ( 
“GCDF is representing a profession, their public actions has implications on this 
profession”); protecting confidentiality for online services; “communicating with state 
institutions in regard to ethical situations and labor legislation and representing the 
interest of the client when they are threatened”. 
5. Financial Tasks.  Two participants made comments included in this theme: budget 
analysis; consultancy in financial management strategies (e.g., economies, investment, 
for self and clients). 
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6. Human Resources.  Two participants perform tasks organized under this theme:  
organizational development strategies; 360 Degree Feedback. 
7. Interpersonal communication.  One participant recommended that this task “should be 
emphasized more in the GCDF course and that case studies need to be worked with 
students”. 
8. Labor Market.   Three participants left comments that could be categorized under this 
theme: labor and fiscal legislation (e.g., social services funds, unemployment, 
retirement funds); labor market mediation; consultation regarding labor law, 
performance criteria, job description, and internal regulations; consultancy in 
negotiating employee’s rights and the labor contract.  It is not clear from the comments 
whether they are tasks performed by these participants or whether they are 
recommended to be covered in the future by the Romanian GCDF curriculum. 
9. Multiculturalism.  One participant left the following recommendation for improving 
the Romanian GCDF curriculum: “detecting important cultural aspects of potential 
clients”.  
10. Project Management.  One participants left the following comment: “there are tasks 
(not covered by the Romanian GCDF curriculum); I am a project manager and since 
this was not the scope of the GCDF program the tasks are not relevant.“ 
11. Promotion and Public Relations.  Five participants gave the following answers that 
were clustered under this theme: event management; networking and partnerships for 
promoting services; authoring articles on career counseling in order to educate the 
market; media presentations (e.g., interviews, TV and radio) in order to educate the 
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market and promote career counseling and development services; advertising strategies 
and services.  
12. Research.  Four participants commented on the following tasks: research design and   
psychometrics.  Also, they made the following recommendations: “promoting a culture 
of researching resources rather than just doing things the way they had been done”, 
“consulting specialized literature (e.g., how to find it, how to understand it, knowing 
data basis where such resources can be found: SagePub, Springer Link, eMule).” 
13. School Counseling.  Three participants left the following answers organized under 
these them: adapting instruments for middle school students; school guidance; guidance 
and counseling for parents. 
14. Student Affairs.  One participant reported performing tasks pertaining to “equivalency 
of the studies done in different universities in the country and abroad”.  
15. Technology.  Four participants commented on tasks pertaining to this theme: 
blogging, Twitter and Facebook for promoting career counseling services; creating and 
administrating online communities in order to create a client data base; data base 
management; taping client sessions; Google search; using distance communication 
(e.g., Skype, videoconference , teleconference, web streaming).  
16. Training.  Two participants commented on the following aspects pertaining to this 
theme: clarifying various formats of educating adults (training, workshop, conference, 
formal education); courses for professional reconversion. 
In conclusion, most of the participants who answered this question reported that the tasks 
that they are performing in their career counseling related work places have been covered by the 
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Romanian GCDF curriculum.  Only 15 participants provided answers explaining the tasks not 
covered by the training and making recommendations for improving the curriculum. 
Data Analysis 
In order to address the last two research question, analyses to investigate the effects of the 
demographic data on the ratings for preparedness, frequency and importance were conducted. 
The review of literature has described studies conducted in various domains (e.g., medical, 
federal institutions, etc.) that found significant effect of various categories of demographic data 
(e.g., gender, institution, professor, etc.) on such ratings.  In order to analyze these effects on the 
ratings for Preparedness, Frequency and Importance, One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
and Two-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and multiple regressions were conducted in 
SPSS.  Alpha level of significance was set at .05 for all analyses that were conducted.  
Before performing any statistical analysis it was important to calculate the total scale 
scored for the Preparedness, Frequency, and Importance ratings.  Since there were no negatively 
worded items, no reversion was needed.  The scores from all items that make up each scale were 
added together in order to obtain the total scale scores.  Normality of the distribution of scores 
for all three scales was assessed prior to conducting analysis by conducting through the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic.  The distribution of scores is normal on all scales, suggesting that 
data met criteria for analyses. 
Research Question 5: What is the relationship between specific demographic 
variables (Age, Highest academic degree, Educational background, Professional 
background prior to obtaining the GCDF certification, Year of obtaining the GCDF 
certification, Institution in which the GCDF training occurred, The participant is GCDF 
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Trainer/Master Trainer) and Romanian GCDFs’ ratings of preparedness for performing 
GCDF tasks in their career counseling related work settings? 
Not all 91 participants answered all 110 items, as indicated in Table H1. The option 
“Exclude cases pairwise” or “Exclude cases analysis by analysis” was chosen to exclude the 
cases that were missing the data required for analysis. Palant (2007) reported that most authors 
recommend this option when dealing with missing data.  As a result, only 58 participants (63.7 
percent) were included in the analyses performed in this section.  
 The scale is negatively skewed (Skewness = -.78), the scores being clustered around 
values 4 and 5 (mean of scale = 422.30, SD = 76.13).  The distribution of scores is normal.  In 
order to analyze the effects of demographics on the self-reported degree of preparedness, One 
way ANOVA and Two Way ANOVA analysis were conducted in SPSS. Alpha level of 
significance was set at .05 (commonly used in social science) for all analyses that were 
conducted.  Each analysis that reported significant results is presented separately in this section.  
The effects of age (Table K1, Table K2; Appendix K), highest academic degree (Table L1, Table 
L2; Appendix L), and professional background (Table M1; Appendix M) on the self-reported 
level of preparedness were found to be not significant.  
 GCDF training institution and GCDF year of training.  Two-way between-groups 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test for the effect of these two variables related 
to the training of the GCDF Romania career consultants and for the effect of their interaction, on 
the self-reported degree of preparedness.  Table N1 (Appendix N) reports the descriptive 
statistics for the relationship between these two variables.  
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No interaction effect was found as a result of the two-way between-groups ANOVA 
statistical analysis (F = .93, p  .51; Table 23).  This indicated that there is no significant 
difference in the effect of the GCDF Training Institution depending on the year of the training.   
Table 23 
ANOVA Test of between-subject effects. Dependent Variable: Level of Preparedness. 
Independent Variables: Year of GCDF Training and Training Institution 
Source 
Type III                                  
Sum of 
Squares 
df 
Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Partial 
Eta 
Squared 
Corrected Model 170543.91 23 7414.95 1.55 0.12 0.53 
Intercept 6687713.84 1 6687713.84 1398.30 0.00 0.98 
GCDF Year 14563.38 6 2427.23 0.51 0.80 0.09 
GCDF Training 
Institution 
91865.40 8 11483.18 2.40 0.04 0.38 
GCDF Year * GCDF 
Training Institution 
40148.33 9 4460.93 0.93 0.51 0.21 
Error 153048.30 32 4782.76  
  
Total 10257510.00 56   
  
Corrected Total 323592.21 55         
 
Since no interaction effect was found, the main effects for each of the two variables can 
be safely interpreted.  No significant effect for year of graduation on the self-reported level of 
preparedness was found (F = .51, p  .80).  There is a significant main effect for the GCDF 
training institution (F = 2.40, significant at .04 level).  The effect size of this effect is large (eta 
squared = .38).  
A Post-hoc test was conducted to locate where these differences occur.  Table N2 
(Appendix N) indicates significant differences between the means of preparedness scale for 
Petroleum-Gas University of Ploiesti and Polytechnic University (- 107.24, p  0.04), Titu 
Maiorescu University (-147.08, p  0.03), and Petru Maior University (-155.34, p  0.05).  That 
157 
 
 
 
is, the preparedness levels reported by participants trained at the Petroleum-Gas University of 
Ploiesti were significantly lower than the ratings of respondents from  Polytechnic University, 
Titu Maiorescu University, and Petru Maior University. 
Further one-way ANOVAs were conducted in order to explore the simple effects of 
GCDF Training Year and of GCDF Training Institution on the preparedness scale. The results of 
these analyses confirmed the findings of the two-way between-groups ANOVA: 
- The effects of the GCDF Training Year are insignificant (F = 0.56, p   0.75). 
- The effects of the GCDF Training Institution are significant (F = 3.08, p  .007). The 
effect size is large (eta squared = .38). The same significant differences between 
institutions as those reported in Table N2 were found.  
GCDF or GCDF trainer.  One-way analysis of variance was conducted in order to 
investigate if there are differences in the preparedness levels between the groups of GCDF and 
GCDF Trainers (Table 25).  The results indicate a significant difference (F = 4.27 at p <.05), the 
mean reported by GCDF Trainers being higher than that of GCDFs.  The effect size (eta square = 
.09) indicates a small size effect.  
Table 25 
One-way Analysis of Variance. Dependent variable: Preparedness Level. Independent variable: 
GCDF or GCDF Trainer.  
  
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 21309.24 1 21309.24 4.27 0.045 
Within Groups 194624.72 39 4990.38 
  Total 215933.95 40     
 
Educational background.  The preparedness scale was regressed on the 13 categorical 
variables that reflected participants’ educational background.  When reporting their educational 
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background, respondents had the possibility of choosing multiple options (i.e., “multiple choice, 
multiple answer” question design) since their Bachelor degree may be in one or even two 
domains, and their graduate degrees in others.  Their answers were recorded as 14 individual 
variables with dummy codes (e.g., 1 = if the participant chose the option, 0 = if not).  Thus, the 
14 categorical variables considered for the multiple regression analysis: Arts, Counseling, 
Chemistry, Economy, Education, Engineering, Geology, Law, Math, Philosophy, Psychology, 
Social Work, Sociology & History, and Management.  Arts was excluded from the analysis since 
the cases with this educational background had missing values on the preparedness scale.  
The Pearson Correlation statistic was calculated and both positive and negative 
correlations between each educational background variables and the level of preparedness were 
noticed.  The closest positive relationship occurred between Psychology and the dependent 
variable (.338), followed by Social Work (.220), Management (.210) and Law (.201). The closest 
negative relationship between the Preparedness level and an educational background variable 
was noticed with Education (-.217).  The rest of the correlations were weak.  The correlations 
between independent variables were generally weak, posing no danger for colinearity.  The 
strongest correlation was noticed between Chemistry and Engineering (.427), and between 
Chemistry and Management (.333).  
The Normal P-P Plot indicated normality of distribution of scores (i.e., arranged in a 
straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right).  In the scatterplot, the scores were 
concentrated around 0, between, -2 and 2, posing no danger of outliers for the analyses 
performed.  
The regression model (Table 26), explains 35.2 percent of the variance in the 
preparedness level (R square = .352).  However, when dealing with a relatively small sample, 
159 
 
 
 
authors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) recommend interpreting the Adjusted R square, as it 
provides a better estimate of the true value of the variance.  Given the current sample of just 58 
valid cases, according to these authors, it is safe to conclude that 16.1 percent of the variance in 
the preparedness level is explained by the educational background (Adjusted R Square = .161). 
Table 26 
Regression Model: the Influence of Educational Background on Preparedness Level. 
R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
.593 0.352 0.161 69.73808 
Predictors: Counseling, Chemistry, Economy, Education, Engineering, Geology, Law, Math, 
Philosophy, Psychology, Social Work, Sociology & History, and Management 
Dependent Variable: Preparedness Scale 
The statistical significance of the results from the regression model is reported in Table 27.  
Table 27 
ANOVA: The Influence of Educational Background on Preparedness Level. 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 116324.401 13 8948.031 1.8 .066 
Residual 213989.616 44 4863.4 
  Total 330314.017 57       
  
This regression model is significant (F = 1.84) at 0.066 level.  Some authors (e.g., Steven, 
1996) suggest that when working with a smaller sample it is recommended to raise the level of 
significant to .10 or even .15 in order to assure power of the test.  From this framework, it can be 
concluded that the influence of educational background on the preparedness level (i.e., 16.1 
percent of the variance in the preparedness level is explained by the educational background) is 
statistically significant.  Table 28 reports information regarded the contribution of each 
independent variable to the prediction.  
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Table 28 
Coefficients: The Influence of Educational Background on Preparedness Level. 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
    
95.0% Confidence 
Interval for B 
  B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
(Constant) 386.98 23.81 
 
16.26 0.00 339.00 434.96 
Counseling 22.43 20.57 0.15 1.09 0.28 -19.04 63.89 
Chemistry -52.74 74.48 -0.10 -0.71 0.48 -202.84 97.36 
Economy -6.73 30.11 -0.03 -0.22 0.82 -67.42 53.95 
Education -23.59 21.20 -0.16 -1.11 0.27 -66.31 19.13 
Engineering 58.42 36.94 0.24 1.58 0.12 -16.03 132.87 
Geology 52.59 90.81 0.07 0.58 0.57 -130.42 235.61 
Law 95.03 53.97 0.22 1.76 0.09 -13.74 203.79 
Math -55.42 49.35 -0.17 -1.12 0.27 -154.88 44.05 
Philosophy 0.34 36.13 0.00 0.01 0.99 -72.47 73.15 
Psychology 49.42 21.93 0.32 2.25 0.03 5.23 93.61 
Social Work 117.03 53.10 0.28 2.20 0.03 10.02 224.05 
Sociology & History 10.49 38.10 0.03 0.28 0.78 -66.30 87.28 
Management 71.42 48.47 0.19 1.47 0.15 -26.27 169.12 
 
The results suggest that Psychology (beta = .323, p  .029) and Social Work (.276, p  
.033) are making a significant unique contribution to the model.  The scores of self-reported 
preparedness of the participants with a degree (e.g., Bachelor, Master’s or PhD) in Psychology 
and Social Work were statistically significant higher than those of respondents with other 
educational backgrounds.  
Research Question 6: What is the relationship between job context variables (Current job 
function/position, Percentage of career counseling activities in current work setting, Type 
of organization in which career counseling related tasks have been performed, Clients 
served) and Romanian GCDFs’ ratings of frequency and importance of GCDF tasks 
performed in their career counseling related work settings? 
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The effects of demographic variables on the Frequency of GCDF tasks ratings.  Fifty 
participants (57.1 percent) answered all 110 items and just these cases were included in the data 
analysis.  The scale is negatively skewed (Skewness = -1; mean of scale = 380.83); scores are 
clustered around values of 4 and 5 (Kurtosis = 1.4).  However, the distribution of scores was 
found to be normal.  In order to analyze the effects of demographics on the self-reported degree 
of frequency, one-way ANOVA analyses and multiple regressions were conducted in SPSS. 
Alpha level of significance was set at .05 for all analyses that were conducted.  Each analysis is 
presented separately in this section.  
Current job function/position and Frequency of GCDF tasks.  A one-way ANOVA was 
conducted to investigate the differences of level of self-reported frequency among the 12 
categories of job functions.  Due to the missing cases (just 50 cases were considered for 
analysis), the variability among the number of cases per each category was high (i.e., highest 
number 9 and lowest 1; Table O1, Appendix O).  
Levene Statistic is .021 (>.05) which signifies that the assumption of homogeneity of 
variance is violated.  Generally, even if this assumption is violated, ANOVAs can be performed 
only is the sizes of the groups are reasonably similar (e.g., largest/smaller = 1.5; Stevens 1996, p. 
249).  In our case, the differences between the sizes of the groups are very large (Table O1).  In 
such situations, groups are clustered so that they become relevant for analysis.  Five groups, with 
a more consistent size, resulted (Table O2, Appendix O).  Levene statistic (.035 <  0.5) still 
indicates violation of the homogeneity assumption but the groups are closer in size.  According 
to Paladi (2007), in this situation, the results of the one-way ANOVA (Table 29) and of the 
Tukey HSD post-hoc test (Table O3, Appendix O) can be interpreted.  
Table 29 
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One-way ANOVA. Dependent Variable: Level of Frequency. Independent Variable: Groups of 
Current Job Function. 
  
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 184188.66 5 36837.73 7.651 0 
Within Groups 211859.34 44 4814.99 
  Total 396048 49     
 
The frequency levels between groups are statistically significant (F = 7.65 significant at 0 
level).  Tukey HSD Post-hoc analyses indicate significant differences in the frequency of tasks 
between the participants who were unemployed, students, homemakers or are performing tasks 
pertaining to data entry or CSR and those from all the other categories (Table O3).  This finding 
does, of course, make intuitive sense.  Another significant difference in the frequency reported 
by GCDF career consultant appeared to be among career counselors and psychologists and the 
school counselors and teachers (mean difference = 103.78, significant at .03 level).  That is, 
career counselors and psychologist are using GCDF Romania tasks significantly more frequently 
then school counselors and teachers.  
Prior to conducting the one-way ANOVA to investigate the effect of the percentage of 
career counseling related tasks in current job on the frequency level, a cross tabulation between 
percentages of career tasks and current job function was conducted in order to check for any 
relationship between these two variables.  This analysis did not yield significant results.  These 
findings suggest limited possibility for interaction effects between current job function and 
percentage of career counseling related tasks in current job.  This supported the idea of 
conducting separated one-way ANOVAs for each of these two variables.   
Percentage of career counseling related tasks in current job and Frequency of GCDF 
tasks.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to test the effect of the percentage of career 
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counseling related tasks performed at participants ‘current job on the frequency level. Fifty cases 
were valid for analysis. The categories of percentages were collapsed into fewer categories to 
assure consistency in size (Table 30). 
Table 30 
Frequency of GCDF Tasks Scale across Percentage of Career Counseling Related Tasks in 
Current Job. 
          
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
    
% of Career 
Counseling 
Related Tasks in 
Current Job 
N Mean Std. D. Std. Error 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Min. Max. 
10% 11 332.18 95.97 28.94 267.71 396.66 110 436 
20% 11 378.09 51.76 15.61 343.32 412.87 313 464 
30% 8 348.63 100.96 35.70 264.22 433.03 217 490 
40% 9 414.33 72.32 24.11 358.74 469.93 302 534 
 Over 50% 11 444.18 48.11 14.50 411.86 476.50 350 500 
Total 50 384.34 83.70 11.84 360.55 408.13 110 534 
 
Levene statistic indicated homogeneity of variance (.09 > 0.5): the results of the one-way 
ANOVA (Table 31) can be safely interpreted. The frequency scores differ significantly among 
participants who report performing different percentages of career counseling related tasks in 
their jobs (F = 3.88 significant at .01 level). 
Table 31 
One-way ANOVA. Independent Variable: Percentage of Career Counseling Related Tasks. 
Dependent variable: Frequency Levels.  
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 88047.16 4 22011.79 3.88 0.01 
Within Groups 255238.06 45 5671.96 
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Total 343285.22 49       
 
Tukey HSD Post-hoc analyses indicated  significant difference in frequency only 
between participants who reported performing 10 percent of career counseling related tasks at 
their job and those who performed over 50 percent (mean difference – 112, p   .01).  That is, 
participants who perform more than 50 percent of career counseling related tasks in their current 
jobs use GCDF tasks more frequently.  
Type of organization in which career counseling related tasks have been performed 
and Frequency of GCDF tasks.  The Frequency scale was regressed on the 10 categorical 
variables that represented the types of organizations in which respondents have performed career 
counseling related tasks.  When reporting these types of organizations, respondents had the 
possibility of choosing multiple options (i.e., “multiple choice, multiple answer” question 
design) given they might have worked in more than one organization.  Their answers were 
recorded as 12 individual variables with dummy codes (e.g., 1 = if the participant chose the 
option, 0 = if not). 
The 12 categorical variables considered for the multiple regression analysis: Private 
Practice, Corporation, Non-Governmental Organization (NGO), Inter-School Psycho-
Pedagogical Assistance Center (ISPPAC), Public School, Public University, Information and 
Guidance Center(IGC),  Private University, Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Center (PPAC), Not 
practicing , Occasionally when asked (not in an organized setting), and Vocational Center - 
Social Services and Child Protection.  The latter two variables were excluded from the analysis 
since their cases had missing values on the Frequency scale.  
The Pearson Correlation statistic was calculated.  The correlations between each type of 
organization and the Frequency of GCDF tasks performed within these settings were generally 
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weak.  The negative correlations were stronger. For example, a negative correlation of -.419 was 
reported between the Not practicing variable and Frequency.  This finding makes intuitive sense.  
Another considerable negative correlation was found between Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance 
Center and Frequency (-.253).  The positive correlations were generally weak.  The strongest 
were between Public University and Frequency (.129) and between Inter-School Psycho-
Pedagogical Assistance Center and Frequency (.123).  The correlations between independent 
variables were weak, posing no danger for colinearity.  The Normal P-P Plot indicated normality 
of distribution of scores (i.e., arranged in a straight diagonal line from bottom left to top right).  
In the scatterplot, the scores were concentrated around 0, between, -2.5 and 2.5, posing no 
danger of outliers for the analyses performed.  
The regression model (Table 32), explains 34.6 percent of the variance in the 
preparedness level (R square = .346).  Given the current sample of just 50 valid cases, it is safer 
to interpret the Adjusted R square, in estimating the true value of the variance (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2007).  Accordingly, 18.6 percent of the variance in the reported frequency of GCDF 
tasks level is explained by the type of organizations in which participants have been performing 
career counseling related tasks (Adjusted R Square = .186). 
Table 32 
Regression Model: the Influence of Type of Organization on Frequency of GCDF Tasks. 
R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
.588 .346 .186 82.462 
 Predictors: Private Practice, Corporation, NGO, ISPPAC, Public School, Public University, 
IGC,  Private University, PPAC, Not practicing 
Dependent Variable: Frequency Scale 
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The ANOVA analysis (Table 33) provides information about the statistical significance 
of these results.  
Table 33 
ANOVA: the Influence of Type of Organization on Frequency of GCDF Tasks. 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 147502.418 10 14750.242 2.169 .040 
Residual 278805.024 41 6800.123 
  Total 426307.442 51     
  
This regression model is significant (F = 2.169) at 0.04 level.  It can be concluded that the 
influence of type of organization on the reported frequency of GCDF tasks (i.e., 18.6 percent of 
the variance in the frequency level is explained by the type of organization) is statistically 
significant.  Table 34 reports information regarded the contribution of each independent variable 
to the prediction.  
Table 34 
Coefficients of the Regression Model: The Influence of Type of Organization on Frequency of 
GCDF Tasks. 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
    
95.0% Confidence 
Interval for B 
  B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
(Constant) 334.72 28.68 
 
11.67 0.00 276.81 392.63 
PPAC -159.31 66.48 -0.31 -2.40 0.02 -293.56 -25.06 
ISPPAC 72.11 37.93 0.29 1.90 0.06 -4.49 148.71 
IGC -3.75 58.85 -0.01 -0.06 0.95 -122.59 115.09 
Public School 40.68 37.48 0.16 1.09 0.28 -35.01 116.36 
Public Univ. 88.13 42.59 0.30 2.07 0.05 2.13 174.14 
Private Univ. 19.14 57.85 0.04 0.33 0.74 -97.70 135.97 
NGO 41.03 33.82 0.18 1.21 0.23 -27.26 109.32 
Corporation 36.71 32.88 0.16 1.12 0.27 -29.69 103.11 
Private Practice 41.21 30.38 0.21 1.36 0.18 -20.15 102.56 
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Not Practicing -315.18 113.24 -0.36 -2.78 0.01 -543.87 -86.48 
 
The results suggest that the frequency ratings made by respondents who have worked in 
Inter-School Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Center (ISPPAC; Beta coefficient = .29 significant 
at .06 level), Public University (Beta coefficient = .30 significant at .05 level), Psycho-
Pedagogical Assistance Center (PPAC; Beta coefficient = -.31 significant at .02 level) and of 
those who are not currently practicing (Beta coefficient = -.36 significant at .01 level) are making 
a significant unique contribution to the model.  The self-reported frequency of GCDF tasks is 
significantly higher in ISPPACs and in public universities, and significantly lower in PPACs.  It 
also make intuitive sense that the frequency reported by those who not currently practicing is the 
lowest.  
Clients Served and Frequency of GCDF tasks.  The Frequency scale was regressed on 
the six categorical variables that represented the types of clients served by the Romanian GCDF 
career consultants participating in this study.  When reporting the types of clients served, 
respondents had the possibility of choosing multiple options (i.e., “multiple choice, multiple 
answer” question design) given they might have worked with more than just one type of client.  
Their answers were recorded as six individual variables with dummy codes (e.g., 1 = if the 
participant chose the option, 0 = if not). 
The six categorical variables considered for the multiple regression analysis: Children, 
Adolescents, College students, Adults, Families, and Organizations.  The Pearson correlations 
between the dependent variable (i.e., Frequency scale) and types of clients served were very 
weak; the highest correlation (.189) was with Organization.  The regression model did not 
account for the variance (-.072) in frequency scores in a statistically significant manner (F = 
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.426, p  .858).  That is, the frequency of GCDF tasks rated by the participants were not 
influenced by the types of clients with whom they reported working.  
The effects of demographic variables on the Importance of GCDF tasks ratings.  
Forty participants (44 percent) answered all 110 items and just these cases were included in the 
data analysis.  The scale is negatively skewed (Skewness = -.35) with scores clustered around 
values of 4 and 5 (mean of scale = 471.5). The distribution of scores is normal.  In order to 
analyze the effects of demographics on the self-reported degree of importance, One way 
ANOVA and multiple regression analyses were conducted in SPSS.  Alpha level of significance 
was set at .05 for all analyses that were conducted.  Each analysis is presented separately in this 
section.  
The only demographic variable that might significantly affect the perceived importance 
of GCDF tasks in helping their clients is the percentage of career counseling related tasks (Table 
35).  The importance ratings were not significantly affected by the current job function of 
respondents (Table P1, Table P2), by the type of organization in which they have performed 
career counseling related tasks, or by the types of clients served.  
Percentage of career counseling in current job.  One-way ANOVA was performed to 
see whether the percentage of career counseling related tasks performed by participants in their 
current job has an effect on the ratings for the importance of the GCDF tasks.  The number of 
cases valid for analysis was just 38 (Table 35).  The sizes of groups were similar and the 
variances for all groups were equal (Levene statistics = .34).  
Table 35 
Descriptive Statistics: Importance per Group of Percentage. 
          
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
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% of Career 
Counseling 
Related Tasks in 
Current Job 
N Mean Std. D. 
Std. 
Error 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Min. Max. 
10% 8 435.63 58.01 20.51 387.13 484.12 351 522 
20% 8 447.25 42.87 15.16 411.41 483.09 386 527 
30% 8 486.75 47.63 16.84 446.93 526.57 392 534 
40% 7 480.57 63.85 24.13 421.52 539.62 395 548 
over 50% 7 495.57 33.65 12.72 464.45 526.69 436 541 
Total 38 468.16 53.18 8.63 450.68 485.64 351 548 
 
No significant effect were found (F = 2.08) at alpha level .05 (Table 36).  
Table 36 
One-way ANOVA. Independent Variable: Percentage of Career Counseling Related Tasks. 
Dependent variable: Importance Levels.  
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 21068.75 4.00 5267.19 2.08 0.11 
Within Groups 83560.30 33.00 2532.13 
  Total 104629.05 37.00       
 
According to Stevens (1996), when dealing with small samples, it may be necessary to 
adjust the alpha levels (i.e., to .10 or .15) in order to compensate.  From this perspective, we can 
argue that the percentage of career counseling related tasks performed by participants have a 
significant effect on the ratings for importance of the GCDF tasks (p  .11) 
Summary of Findings 
  The results of the Romanian GCDF Tasks survey suggest that participants feel generally 
prepared for performing GCDF tasks as a result of participating to the GCDF Romania training 
(i.e., 3 = moderately prepared and 4 = prepared), that they are using these tasks for helping their 
clients on occasional (= 3) to frequent (= 4) basis, and that they consider that the GCDF Romania 
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tasks are important (= 4) to very important (= 5) in helping their clients.  Most participants did 
not answer (55) the question in regard to the tasks that they have performed in their career 
counseling related work places and that had not been covered by the GCDF Romania training.  
Twenty one participants of those who answered this question (36) reported that they are not 
performing tasks that were not covered by the Romanian GCDF curriculum.  Just 15 participants 
reported that they perform other tasks as well. These respondents also made recommendations 
for improving the GCDF Romania curriculum.  
The analyses conducted suggested that the level of preparedness reported by the 
participants is influenced by educational background, by the institution in which the GCDF 
training occurred and by their status as GCDF or GCDF trainer.  The frequency with which 
Romanian GCDF career consultant performed GCDF tasks at their career counseling work 
places is influenced by their current job function, by type of organizations in which they work, 
and by the percentages of career counseling related tasks in their jobs.  The importance of the 
GCDF tasks reported by participants in helping clients was influenced only by the percentage of 
career counseling related tasks performed by them.  All these findings and results, as well as 
their implications and limitations, will be discussed in Chapter V.  
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Chapter V: Discussion of Results 
This chapter summarizes and discusses the results reported in Chapter IV.  Consideration 
is given to the implications of the current study.  An evaluation of its limitations follows.  
Suggestions for future directions for research are made.  These topics will be discussed within 
the framework provided by the research questions of the current study and in the context of 
previously reviewed relevant literature.  
Summary 
The current study had two purposes: to evaluate the GCDF Romania training program 
and, concurrently, to conduct a job analysis of the tasks performed by Romanian GCDF career 
consultants.  Kirkpatrick’s model, elements pertaining to Kraiger’s et al. taxonomy (e.g. 
attitudinal and motivational learning outcomes can be appropriately measured by self-
assessment) and empirical findings related to specific criteria for assessment guided the design of 
the training evaluation.  The learning level was evaluated by assessing the self-reported 
preparedness ratings of the participants to perform GCDF tasks, after their participation to the 
GCDF training.  The behavior level was assessed by investigating the frequency with which 
participants apply GCDF tasks in their career counseling related work places, and the importance 
of these tasks in helping their clients.  
Concurrently, theoretical and empirical findings regarding subject matter experts (SMEs) 
and job analysis questionnaire grounded the decisions made in conducting the job analysis.  The 
job analysis includes the ratings for frequency and importance of the GCDF tasks, and the tasks 
reported to be performed by the Romanian GCDF career consultants, in their current job, which 
are not covered by the GCDF curriculum.  In addition, the current study examined the effects of 
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specific demographic variables on participants’ ratings of preparedness and their ratings of 
frequency and importance of GCDF tasks.   
A 110 item instrument was developed for this study and a sample of 91 Romanian GCDF 
career consultants completed it.  Descriptive statistics concerning the participant’s self-report on 
Preparedness, Frequency and Importance were provided for each item.  Due to missing values 
recorded for some items, cases were excluded from analyses performed to investigate the 
relationships between these three scales and specific demographic information. 
Discussion 
As presented in Chapter II, career counseling is not yet a recognized profession in 
Romania.  The development of the GCDF Romanian program over the last eight years is among 
the central national activities to lay a foundation for career counseling in this country (Szilagyi & 
Paredes, 2010).  No study about the GCDF Romania program has been conducted.  At the time 
when the idea of the current research project was considered (March 2011), no study evaluating 
any GCDF training program had been reported.  Concomitantly with the current project, a pilot 
study about the GCDF Germany training program was undertaken.  
The current study was designed to evaluate the Romanian GCDF training program, to 
investigate the application of the tasks in the work places and to explore relationship between 
specific Romanian realities and aspects pertaining to this program.  Research questions 1, 2 and 
3 were designed to evaluate the program.  Research questions 2 and 3 also provided information 
pertaining to a job analysis.  Research question 4 served the latter purpose as well, exploring the 
tasks performed by Romanian GCDF career consultant that were not covered by the GCDF 
training program.  Research question 5 examined demographics that influenced the self-reported 
preparedness of the participants.  Research question 6 examined job-context variables that 
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influence the importance and frequency of the GCDF tasks performed by participants in their 
career counseling related work places. 
This section discusses the results of the study, organized by each research question.  The 
results of the demographic questionnaire are briefly introduced as they present the context in 
which the results of the study need to be considered.   
Demographics 
The majority of respondents were females (90.1 percent) and Romanians (96.7 percent).  
This is representative of the population of GCDF Romanian career consultants, among which 
92.1 percent are females.  Most participants were in Bucharest (62.1 percent), as most 
institutions that offer the GCDF training are in the capital of the country.  The mean age was 
35.54 (SD of 9.55), with a range of 23 to 66. 68.4 percent of participants had ages between 23 
and 39 years, indicating that the majority of the participants are young.  The youth of the 
majority of respondents suggest that they underwent the GCDF training within a master’s 
program.  In Romania, it is customary that students continue graduate school immediately after 
undergraduate studies.  The older GCDF career consultants participating in the current study 
have most likely obtained their certification in non-educational institutions and are coming from 
a business background.  
The highest percent of participants hold a Master’s degree (71.4 percent), finding that 
supports the hypothesis made in the previous paragraph.  The majority of participants had 
degrees in counseling, education and psychology.  Since counseling is taught only at a graduate 
level, it means that all the participants with background in counseling have a Master’s or PhD in 
counseling (e.g., school counseling, management and career development).  These findings are 
similar to the ones reported by Szilagyi (2005), who noted that due to the fact that counseling is 
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not a profession, the specialists who hold career guidance or career counseling related positions 
usually have a Bachelor’s degree in Psychology, Education, Social Work or Sociology.   
Most participants worked in education (28.7 percent) and in Human Resources (19.5 
percent) prior to becoming a GCDF Romania certified career consultant.  A significant number 
of respondents come from the business domain (11.5 percent) and from psychology (8 percent). 
The diverse professional and occupational background of people drawn to the domain of career 
counseling and development in Romania is comparable to the heterogeneous environment in 
which the profession of career counseling was founded in the United States, as described in 
Chapter II.  
Twenty percent of participants have been performing career counseling related tasks for 
less than three months, 17.8 percent participants have been involved in this domain for three 
years, and 10 percent for two years.  Over 88.9 percent of participants have less than six years of 
experience in performing career counseling related tasks.  Given that first Romanian GCDF 
career consultants became certified in 2005, this may indicate that the majority of respondents 
started performing career counseling related tasks after receiving the certification.  
The majority of participants (62.9 percent) are employed.  A considerable number of 
them are performing career counseling related tasks as volunteers (27 percent) or in private 
practice (20.2 percent).  Most respondents reported currently working as school counselors (16.9 
percent), career counselors (16.9 percent), and Human Resources specialists (16.9 percent). 
These results make possible a comparison with the development of the career counseling domain 
in the United States at different moments, across the 20
th
 century.  First, the vocational 
movement promoted the development of the vocation and career guidance services (Pope, 2000). 
This movement led to the birth of the school counseling profession in the 1930s and 1940s 
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(Baker 2009, Shen-Miller et al., 2012).  Then, in the context of the transition from an industrial 
to a technological era in the 1990s, career counseling services started to be offered within 
organizations (Pope, 2000).  The demographic realities found in the current study support the 
assertion made by Szilagyi and Paredes (2010) that the counseling practice in Romania “has been 
developing and professionalizing, much like in the United States, in the educational, 
career/vocational (…) sectors” (p. 23) 
The majority of participants worked with adults (65.6 percent), college students (46.2 
percent) and adolescents (42.2 percent).  Twenty six (26.7) percent of participants perform 10 
percent or fewer career counseling related tasks in their current work setting.  This may be an 
indication of the youth of career counseling related practices in Romania.  The largest percent of 
participants (89.9) obtained certifications in the last four years (2007 - 2011).  Only 6.7 percent 
of the participants became GCDF certified in 2005 and 3.4 in 2006.  This is consistent with the 
fact that the number of institutions offering the GCDF training increased over the last four years. 
Consequently, the number of trainees increased as well.  For example, 14 GCDF Romania 
trainees were awarded the certificate (just 7 of them are recertified) in 2005, three in 2006, 33 in 
2007, and 46 in 2008.  The rest of 196 GCDF Romania career consultants obtained their 
certificate between 2009 and 2011.   
Research Question 1: How prepared do Romanian GCDFs feel to perform, in their career 
counseling related work settings, tasks for which they were trained according to the GCDF 
Romania program standards? 
This is the first study to investigate the self-reported level of preparedness of the 
participants in any GCDF training program.  The results suggests that participants feel generally 
prepared for the GCDF Romania tasks as a result of participating to the GCDF Romania training 
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(3 = moderately prepared and 4 = prepared): 3.84 is the mean of the means of items rated on the 
preparedness scale by the 58 participants who completed all its 110 items.   
The tasks for which they felt the most prepared are included in the following competency 
areas, with means ranging from 3.77 to 4.11 (3 = moderately prepared and 4 = prepared): 
Employability Skills (M = 4.11), Ethical and Legal Issues (M = 3.97), Program Management and 
Implementation (M = 3.90),  Technology (M = 3.84), Assessment (M = 3.81), and Helping Skills 
(M = 3.77).  The tasks comprised by the competency area Employability Skills involve assisting 
and educating clients in preparing to find a job.  Such tasks can include: educating clients about 
job interviews, recruitment and selections processes, stress management, time management, 
assisting clients in building employment portfolios, Curriculum Vitae, cover letters, etc.  We 
hypothesize two reasons for which participants feel the most prepared for tasks in the area 
Employability Skills.  First, these tasks are very straightforward.  Second, the chapter in the 
GCDF curriculum that covers these competencies includes extensive practice: each participant 
needs to create an employment portfolio that includes all the documents for which they would 
later assist their clients.  
Four of the first 10 highly rated tasks for which participants felt prepared, are included in 
the general area of competency Ethical and Legal Issues (M = 3.97).  In fact, the task for which 
participants reported that they are the most prepared out of all 110 items, is: “Informing clients 
about the aspects pertaining to the confidentiality of the career intervention process”.  As a result 
of participating to the training, Romanian GCDF career consultants, feel prepared to consult the 
GCDF and other related Codes of Ethics, to inform clients about GCDF areas of expertise, to 
inform them about clients’ rights and obligations, about the rules of the career intervention 
process, etc.   
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The highly reported degree of preparedness on tasks pertaining to Ethical and Legal 
Issues may be a reflection of the strong emphasis placed on these competencies in the training. 
Moreover, in order to become GCDF certified, participants need to adhere to the GCDF Code of 
Ethics.  As reported in Chapter II, the GCDF training is part of the GCDF certification program, 
which in Romania, is an initial attempt to start a national certification.  According to Clawson (as 
cited in Mariani, 1998b), a national credential reflects a sign of professionalism: “Number one, it 
enables you to show the public your expertise. And second, it helps you get appropriate 
referrals” (p. 35).  Thus, the highly reported degree of preparedness of Romanian GCDF career 
consultants in the area of Ethical and Legal Issues may be considered support for the important 
role of the GCDF training program in the advancement of the career counseling profession in 
Romania.   
The high rates of preparedness for the competency areas Program Management and 
Implementation (M = 3.90), and Technology (M = 3.84) may be explained by the straightforward 
character of the tasks and by their very limited number.  For example, just two tasks were 
included in the former area and they were related to providing clients with the intake forms and 
to organizing the office space in an appropriate manner for sessions.  Similarly, just three tasks 
were included in the Technology area (e.g., operating computer programs and data bases, Internet 
skills, using audio-visual support).  
The results of the current study also indicate that the Romanian GCDF career consultants 
feel generally prepared (3 = moderately prepared and 4 = prepared) to perform tasks pertaining 
to Assessment (M = 3.81) and Helping Skills (M = 3.77).  As reported in Chapter II, GCDF 
career consultants have thorough training in informal assessment, undergoing their own process 
of self-evaluation as part of the evaluation for certification.  This may explain the reason for 
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which participants feel generally prepared for assessment.  According to the results, performing 
the intake interview (M = 4.21) and using SWOT analysis to support clients in making decisions. 
(M = 4.29) are among the top ten out of 110 tasks for which participants feel the most prepared.  
Participants reported feeling generally prepared for exploring clients’ transferable skills, 
values, preferences, strengths, weaknesses, as well as resources and obstacles that affect their 
decision making process.  Participants also feel prepared for supporting clients in the auto-
evaluation process (M = 3.80) and for interpreting the results of the assessment process and 
discussing them with clients (M = 3.84).  The task for which they feel least prepared (M = 3.02) 
is related to “verifying the technical characteristics of the instruments (e.g., reliability, validity, 
norms, etc.)”.  This makes sense given the majority of the assessment tasks pertained to informal 
instruments, whereas this one is related to formal ones.  More about this finding is discussed in 
implications. 
The level of preparedness reported for Helping Skills (M = 3.89), may also be correlated 
to the focus on practicing of basic counseling skills (paraphrasing, reflecting, summarizing) 
during class role-plays and while working on their cases.  It may also be a result of the 
challenging exercises for achieving “awareness of personal values, strengths and weaknesses and 
understanding how these can affect your relationship with clients” (M = 3.89).  For example, 
“Using acceptance, empathy and respect to build and maintain a trustful relationship with the 
client.”, a skill that has an indubitable importance in any helping relationship, was rated the 3
rd
 
highest (M = 4.35) task for which participants feel prepared after having participating to the 
GCDF Romania training.  
The results pertaining to Assessment and Helping Skills are important not only in the 
context of evaluating the Romanian GCDF curriculum.  They are significant in claiming the 
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important role of this training program in the efforts to define the career counseling domain as a 
unique profession, separate from other helping profession, particularly from psychology.  More 
details are provided in the section discussing the implications of the current study.   
The lowest ratings for preparedness were given to the tasks included in the area of 
competency Training Clients and Peers (M = 3.30).  The mean of ratings on this scale was 
influenced by the ratings received for the following two tasks: 
- Applying training and development models when providing training and consultancy 
for organizations (i.e., performance model, learning model, strategic model); (M = 
2.70) 
- Developing career development programs for organizations; (M = 2.76).  
These two tasks received the lowest ratings of all 110 tasks.  This may indicate that the 
Romanian GCDF training program did not focus as much on organizations, as clients. 
Interestingly enough, the lowest percentage of clients served by the Romanian GCDF career 
consultants are organizations.   
One potential explanation for the lower ratings on these tasks in that they are complex, in 
comparison to the more straightforward character of the tasks that received higher ratings from 
the participants.  This may be another reason for which participants’ level of preparedness is 
lower for these particular tasks.  This hypothesis can be extrapolated to other tasks whose 
complexity is evident and that received lower ratings (e.g., M = 2.97 for “Informing clients on 
policies and trends in the European labor market”; M = 3.02 for “Verifying the technical 
characteristics of instruments…”; M = 3.02 for “Evaluating the impact of promotion campaigns 
and using this data in future activities”).  These results are understandable considering that the 
majority of participants in the study (89.9 percent) obtained their GCDF certification in the last 
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four years (2007 - 2011).  As the experience of the GCDF Romanian career consultant increases, 
they will probably demonstrate a better level of preparedness in more complex tasks.    
The other areas of competency for which participants felt less prepared were, in 
ascending order (M = 3.35 – 3.70): Labor Market Information (M = 3.35), Promotion and Public 
Relations (M = 3.43), Career Development Models (M = 3.55), Supervision (M = 3.58), and 
Diverse Populations (M = 3.70).  The tasks covered by the general areas of competency Labor 
Market Information and Career Development Models are more theoretical.  The lower levels of 
preparedness may be explained by a lower retention rate due to the theoretical nature of these 
tasks.   
For example, the tasks pertaining to Labor Market Information for which participants 
rated the highest scores of preparedness were related to informing about the Romanian labor 
market (M = 3.20) and about the difference between occupation, trade, function and profession. 
However, more theoretical tasks (e.g., Informing clients about different systems of classifications 
of occupations, or about statistical data) received lower ratings.  Concurrently, tasks within the 
area Career Development Models that incorporated both theory and practical tools (e.g., such as 
Holland personality type, Maslow hierarchy of needs, Humanistic theories) received higher 
ratings of preparedness than those which appeared to be purely theoretical (e.g., “Using Super’s 
life-career rainbow/lifespan theory”).  
Given that no studies have previously evaluated level of preparedness of certified GCDF 
after attending the GCDF training program, these results cannot be compared.  Despite this 
shortcoming, we can conclude that participants in this study feel generally prepared to perform 
GCDF tasks as a result of participating in this study.  This indicates a positive evaluation on the 
learning level of Kirkpatrick’s model.   
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Research Question 2: How often do Romanian GCDFs report they perform each of the 
GCDF tasks in their career counseling related work places? 
The mean of items’ means (3.46) suggests that participants are using the GCDF Romania 
tasks for helping their clients on occasional (= 3) to frequent (= 4) basis.  The Pearson 
correlation between the Frequency and Preparedness scale is very high (.817; Table 19), which 
may suggest two things.  Firstly, the Romanian GCDF career consultants perform most 
frequently the tasks for which they feel most prepared for.  Secondly, their opinion of 
preparedness might be subjectively affected by the frequency with which they performed them.  
For example, it is possible that participants feel more prepared for the tasks they perform more 
often than not.  Thus, the scores on preparedness may be affected by a possible maturation effect.  
Similarly, the frequency scores may be affected by their perceived levels of preparedness.  
The GCDF tasks most frequently performed are those included in the following 
competency areas (M = 3.43–3.62): Employability Skills (M = 3.62), Helping Skills (M = 3.55), 
Assessment (M = 3.54), Program Management and Implementation (M = 3.54), Ethical and 
Legal Issues (M = 3.47), and Technology (M = 3.43).  It is noticeable that, although not in the 
same order, all these areas received the highest scores for preparedness.  Tasks pertaining to 
these areas of competencies are performed more frequently (= 4) than occasionally (= 3).  To 
date, no other study has measured the frequency of GCDF tasks in career counseling related 
settings.  The only empirical endeavor, whose purpose was similar to the current study, was 
conducted in Germany in summer 2011.   
As reported in Chapter II, the latter study investigated the frequency of tools used by the 
GCDF career consultants in Germany.  These tools were not categorized by the 12 general areas 
of competency.  By comparing the tools used in the German survey and the items included in the 
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GCDF Romania Tasks survey, it is evident that some of these tools are similar to the tasks 
included in the Romanian instrument.  
Some observations can be made when comparing the frequency with which the German 
GCDF are using GCDF tools, and the frequency with which our participants reported using 
similar tasks.  The most used tools by GCDF career consultants from Germany can be classified 
under the general areas of competency: Helping Skills (e.g., Open W-questions (when? who? 
what? how?; mirroring; emotional interventions), Employability Skills (e.g., Functional CV)  and 
Assessment (e.g., Analysis of transferable skills, Working with beliefs, Favorite activities, 
Analysis of needs according to Maslow, 4-S model, SMART model).  It is important to be 
cautious in comparing the results of the two studies, given that they did not use the same 
instrument.  However, it is interesting to note similarities between the findings of the two studies. 
For example, similarly with the results of the GCDF Germany study, the tasks pertaining to 
Employability Skills, Helping Skills, and Assessment received the highest ratings in the GCDF 
Romania study as well.  
Examples of specific tools and tasks are also interesting to note.  For example, “Analysis 
of transferable skills”, is the second most frequent tool used by German GCDF career 
consultants.  Similarly, this is the second most frequent  Assessment task conducted by Romanian 
GCDFs. “Functional Curriculum Vitae” is the highest ranked tool, pertaining to competency area 
Employability Skills, by German GCDF (31 participants out 54). Similarly, “Assisting clients in 
developing their Curriculum Vitae” is the most frequent Employability Skills task performed by 
Romanian GCDF (M = 3.9).  Finally, tools related to the evaluation on personal beliefs received 
comparable scores in both studies:   
- “Working with beliefs”: 30 out of 54 German GCDF use it relatively often;  
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- “Supporting clients in the auto-evaluation process (e.g., clients identify their values, 
abilities, personality traits, etc.)” and “Using informal instruments to assess clients’ 
values, preferences, strengths and weaknesses, etc.” are used almost routinely by 
Romanian GCDF career consultants (means of 3.80 and respectively, 3.71). 
The least frequent tasks used by Romanian GCDFs were in the following competency 
areas, in ascending order (M = 2.69–3.38; 2= rarely, 3= occasionaly): Supervision (M = 2.69), 
Training Clients and Peers (M = 2.81), Promotion and Public Relations (M = 2.84),  Labor 
Market Information (M = 2.89), Career Development Models (M = 3.09), and Diverse 
Populations (M = 3.38).  The results show that GCDF Romanian career consultants identify 
situations for supervision, and seek supervision and consultation, rarely to occasionally (mean = 
2.69). “Seeking supervision from a GCDF supervisor as needed (e.g., ethical dilemmas, difficult 
cases, when needing reassurance, etc.)” is the fourth leas frequent task used of all 110 included 
in the survey (M = 2.33). 
While supervision related tasks are not among those that received the highest scores for 
preparedness, there is a discrepancy between the level of reported preparedness for these tasks 
(moderately prepared to prepared; M = 3.58) and the frequency with which they are performed. 
This discrepancy may indicate the fact that while Romanian GCDF career consultants feel 
generally prepared to identify situations for supervision, and to ask for it, there is not yet a 
system in place to facilitate seeking supervision.  The first GCDF career consultants graduated in 
2005 and as the demographic results showed, only over the last four years the numbers grew 
considerably.  
These results  suggest that GCDF career consultants are performing tasks related to 
Training Clients and Peers rarely to occasionally (mean = 2.81).  Similarly to the scores reported 
184 
 
 
 
for preparedness, participants seem to rarely get engaged in developing and organizing trainings 
for organizations.  The participants get involved in promotion activities, rarely to occasionally 
(mean = 2.84). While there are reports of planning activities occasionally (M=2.98; 2.91), the 
impact of the campaigns seems to be rarely to occasionally evaluated (M=57).  This may indicate 
a lack of preparedness in this area; just three tasks of the 110 are included in Promotion and 
Public Relations.  Concurrently, it may indicate that the majority of participants may not have 
entrepreneurial skills.  For example, just 20 percent of participants reported to be self-employed. 
Finally, this may also reflect a cultural component.  Entrepreneurship was not a needed skill 
during communism.  Although there have been 22 years since the fall of communism, some 
generations are still in process of adjusting to a reality in which entrepreneurship is valued.  
The Romanian GCDF career consultants reported that they educate their clients about 
aspects pertaining to the Labor Market occasionally (mean = 2.89).  The least performed tasks 
pertaining to the latter area of competency consist in: “Informing clients about different systems 
of classifications of occupations” (M = 2.40) and about “policies and trends in the European 
labor market” (M = 2.66).  These are also among the least 10 performed tasks of all 110 items 
included in the survey.  However, participants reported that they inform clients about the 
differences between occupation, trade, function and profession, and about labor market 
legislation and policies in Romania, on occasional to frequent basis (M = 3.20).  Interestingly, 
these are the tasks for which participants reported feeling least prepared.  Thus, the lower 
frequency levels with which participants performed these tasks may be a function of lack of 
preparedness.  Concurrently, given the theoretical nature of some of these tasks, it is possible that 
they are not relevant to the process of career counseling and development.   
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In terms of Career Development Models, the least frequently used are: Super’s life-career 
rainbow/lifespan theory (M = 2.36) and Gellat’s Positive Uncertainty Theory (M = 2.62). The 
Romanian GCDF career consultants reported that the theories that they use on an occasional to 
frequent basis are: Holland’s Vocational Decision Theory (M = 3.60) Humanistic and Holistic 
Theories (M = 3.57), Cognitive Theories (M = 3.27), and Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (M = 
3.26).  Interestingly enough, Maslow’s and Holland theory was reported to be used relatively 
often as tools by 26, respectively 19 out of the 54 participants in the GCDF Germany study. 
Similarly to the results of the current study, Super’s model was the least used tool by German 
GCDF career consultants as well: just 2 participants reported to use it relatively often.  Similarly 
to the hypotheses discussed in regard to the level of preparedness for this area of competency, we 
may conclude that the Romanian GCDF career consultants tend to use theories that also provide 
them with tools in assisting their clients (e.g., Holland personality type, Maslow’s hierarchy of 
needs).    
Diverse Population is an area situated somewhat at the limit for both preparedness 
(M=3.70; 3 = moderately prepared to 4 = prepared) and frequency (M=3.38; 3 = occasionally 
to 4 = frequently).  Participants report considering multicultural factors that may influence the 
career intervention process almost frequently (M=3.62).  Similarly, they seem to be aware of 
their own values and biases in regard to multicultural issues, more frequently than occasionally 
(M=3.55).  However, they report to occasionally adapting skills and techniques to clients’ 
multicultural characteristics (M = 3.19) or being aware of the characteristics of certain social and 
ethnic groups (M = 3.15).  These results indicate that while awareness of the importance of 
multicultural issues exists, participants may not be as well equipped with the skills to perform the 
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last two tasks. Indeed, the scores for preparedness for the latter tasks (M=3.45), are lower than 
the ones reported for the former tasks (M=4.03, respectively M=3.87).  
Research Question 3: How important do Romanian GCDFs report each of the 
GCDF tasks to be, in their career counseling related work places? 
The mean of the items’ mean (4.29) suggests that participants consider that the GCDF 
Romania tasks are important (= 4) to very important (= 5) in helping their clients.  Relatively 
strong correlations were found between the importance and frequency scales (.460) and 
preparedness scale (.447).  Four of the five areas of competency whose tasks were rated as most 
important are overlapping four areas found in the “most prepared for” and “most frequent” tasks 
tops (not necessarily in the same order): Ethical and Legal Issues (M = 4.41), Employability 
Skills (M = 4.33), Assessment (M = 4.29), and Helping Skills (M = 4.37).  
Ethical and Legal Issues tasks have received the highest importance ratings.  This is 
probably an indicative of the high emphasis placed on these aspects during the GCDF training, 
observation that was made also for the high self-reported degree of preparedness in this area.  It 
also may indicate participants’ understanding of the utmost importance of the ethical and legal 
framework in defining a profession.   
  Participants also reported that the tasks pertaining to Employability Skills (M = 4.33), 
Assessment (M = 4.29), and Helping Skills (M = 4.37) to be important to very important.  The 
tasks pertaining to these three areas are mostly of a practical nature and are the foundation of the 
helping process in any type of career intervention.  The reported importance of Helping Skills 
(i.e., basic counseling skills) for supporting their clients, indicate participants’ preference for 
conducting career interventions in a counseling-like environment.  More about this aspect will be 
discussed in implications.  Diverse Populations (M = 4.28) tasks are recognized as important to 
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very important, similarly to Program Management and Implementation (M = 4.28). These 
ratings are somewhat consistent to those reported for frequency and preparedness, indicating a 
correlation.  
While Supervision related tasks are the least frequently performed (M=2.69; 2=rarely to 
3=occasionally) by Romanian GCDF career consultants, participants agree that such tasks are 
important (=4), to very important (=5), in helping their clients. Supervision is rated as the 
second most important area of competency (M = 4.38) after Ethical and Legal Issues.  This 
finding suggests that the low frequency with which the participants seek supervision services 
may be due to the lack of a coherent system to support such initiatives.  More details about the 
significance of these results will be discussed in the section in which the implications of this 
study are presented.  
The least important areas of competency according to the self-reported ratings of 
Romanian GCDF career consultants are in ascending order (M = 3.78 – 4.18): Technology (M = 
4.18), Promotion and Public Relations (M = 4.13), Training Clients and Peers (M = 4.04), 
Career Development Models (M = 3.93) and Labor Market (M = 3.78).  Caution need to be 
manifested in interpreting these results.  Being the five least important among the 12 areas of 
competency of the GCDF training program does not equate not being important.  Participants’ 
ratings for these five areas of competency are still in the moderately to very important range (M 
= 3.78 – M = 4.18).  Unfortunately, these results cannot be compared because no other studies 
have previously evaluated level of importance of GCDF tasks.  Based on these findings, we can 
assert that participants in this study feel that GCDF Romania tasks are important (moderately to 
very important range) in helping their clients for career counseling related issues.   
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In conclusion, the frequency with which the Romanian participants performed GCDF 
related tasks, and the importance that these tasks have in helping their clients, offer encouraging 
information regarding the evaluation of the Romanian GCDF training program on Kirkpatrick’s 
behavior level.  According to these results, we can conclude that the learning was “retained and 
applied to the workplace” (Alliger et al. 1998, p. 5) as a result of participating in the GCDF 
Romanian training occurring in several institutions.  In summary, the results for research 
questions 2 and 3 suggest a positive evaluation of the GCDF Romania training program, on the 
learning and behavior level of the Kirkpatrick’s model, based upon participants self-report. 
These results offer a preliminary picture of the job analysis of the career counseling 
related work places of the Romanian GCDF career consultants who participated in the current 
study.  This image is completed with the results of the research question IV, which are discussed 
in the following section.  
Research Question 4: What are the tasks performed by Romanian GCDFs, that are not 
covered by any of the GCDF curriculum sub-competencies? 
Most participants who answered this question (21 out of 36) reported that they are not 
performing tasks that were not covered by the Romanian GCDF curriculum.  As reported in 
Chapter IV, 15 of the participants who answered this question mentioned: 
- Tasks that they are performing and that are not covered by the Romanian GCDF; 
- Recommendations for improving the curriculum. 
  Among the general areas of tasks performed by participants that are not GCDF related we 
mention: administrative tasks, coaching, financial tasks, human resources, project management, 
research, student affairs.  Some participants working in career counseling related settings 
recommended more emphasis on topics already covered by the GCDF curriculum (e.g., detecting 
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important cultural aspects of potential clients, interpersonal communication), others suggested 
new topics for existent areas of competencies (e.g., Promotion and Public Relations, Ethical and 
Legal Issues, Technology, and Labor Market Information), and other proposed new areas (e.g., 
school counseling and research).   
For example, the recommendation for “detecting important cultural aspects of potential 
clients” is similar to the task “Being aware of the characteristics of certain social and ethnic 
groups (e.g., values, beliefs, communication style, traditions and customs, etc.)” which received 
the lowest preparedness (M = 3.45) and frequency (M = 3.15) scores among those included 
under the Diverse Populations area of competency.  This may indicate the need to consider 
addressing this topic in more depth in the curriculum.  The recommendation for more emphasis 
in the GCDF course on case studies holds value in the context of participants’ reports to 
frequently use helping skills.  
Probably based on their experience with clients, some participants made 
recommendations for enriching the curriculum in several areas of competency: Promotion and 
Public Relations, Ethical and Legal Issues, Technology, Training, and Labor Market 
Information.  For example, a few participants recommended addressing topics such as event 
management, networking and partnerships for promoting services, authoring articles on career 
counseling in order to educate the market, media presentations (e.g., interviews, TV and radio), 
and advertising strategies and services in order to educate the population and to promote career 
counseling and development services.  Given that just three tasks were found to be covered by 
the Romanian GCDF curriculum, within the area Promotion and Public Relations, and that 
participants reported low levels of preparedness and frequency for this competency, these 
recommendations may be worth considering for future updates of the training.  Similarly, the 
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recommendations pertaining to Technology (e.g., blogging, Twitter and Facebook for promoting 
career counseling services; creating and administrating online communities in order to create a 
client data base; taping client sessions; using distance communication: Skype, videoconference , 
teleconference, web streaming) may indicate the need to update the curriculum to the current 
technological realities.   
Participants also made recommendations for areas of competency that generally received 
lower ratings on all three scales (preparedness, importance, frequency): Training and Labor 
Market.  For example they indicated the need for clarifying various formats of educating adults 
(training, workshop, conference, formal education) and for developing courses for professional 
reconversion.  Both these recommendations are more or less addressed in the existent GCDF 
curriculum: 
- The former recommendation is similar to the task “Educating clients about the 
difference between informal and formal training” (preparedness mean = 3.48; 
frequency mean = 2.80) 
- The latter suggestion can be included under the umbrella of the more general task 
“Designing, developing, and delivering training to respond to clients’ career needs” 
(preparedness mean = 3.48; frequency mean = 3.03).  
It is noticeable that while most participants reported feeling moderately (=3) to prepared (=4) to 
perform this task, they actually do it occasionally (=3).    
For Labor Market some participants considered that GCDF can include tasks pertaining 
to labor and fiscal legislation; labor market mediation; consultation regarding labor law, 
performance criteria, job description, and internal regulations; consultancy in negotiating 
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employee’s rights and the labor contract.  It is possible that these recommendations stems from a 
specialized tasks that participants have performed in their career interventions.    
Finally, participants presented suggestions for an area that has been in the top ratings for 
all three scales: Ethical and Legal Issues.  Their complex recommendations (implications of 
trademark law for career counseling; understanding the implication of using their credential in 
social context; protecting confidentiality for online services; communicating with state 
institutions in regard to ethical situations and labor legislation and representing the interest of the 
client when they are threatened) indicate that they consider their role as GCDF career consultants 
as an important step in working towards the professional recognition of career counseling in 
Romania.    
In conclusion, the job analysis conducted as part of the current study indicated that most 
tasks performed by Romanian GCDF in their career counseling related work places are covered 
by the Romanian GCDF curriculum.  They reported performing tasks that are not covered by the 
Romanian GCDF curriculum but that can be classified under the umbrella of the existent 
competency areas: Helping Skills, Diverse Populations, Promotion and Public Relations, Ethical 
and Legal Issues, Technology, Training, and Labor Market Information.  Finally, they described 
tasks that are neither covered by the curriculum, nor are related to its 12 competency areas: 
School Counseling and Research.  
Research Question 5: What is the relationship between specific demographic variables 
(Age, Highest academic degree, Educational background, Professional background prior to 
obtaining the GCDF certification, Year of obtaining the GCDF certification, Institution in 
which the GCDF training occurred, the participant is GCDF Trainer/Master Trainer) and 
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Romanian GCDFs’ ratings of preparedness for performing GCDF tasks in their career 
counseling related work settings? 
The analyses conducted suggested that the level of preparedness reported by the 
participants is influenced by educational background, the institution in which the GCDF training 
occurred and the level of GCDF (trainer or not).  More specifically, the scores of self-reported 
preparedness of the participants with a degree in Psychology and Social Work were statistically 
significant higher than those of respondents with other educational backgrounds. Interestingly 
enough, the scores of participants with education in Counseling did not have any effect on the 
reported level of preparedness.  
In terms of institutions, the reported preparedness of GCDF career consultants who were 
trained at the Petroleum-Gas University in Ploiesti were significantly lower than the ones 
reported by those trained at Petru Maior University, Titu Maiorescu University, and Polytechnic 
University.  As reported in Chapter II, Petroleum-Gas University in Ploiesti was the only 
institution that included the GCDF curriculum at both undergraduate and graduate level.  All the 
other universities included the GCDF course only in programs for Master’s students.  In this 
context, it is possible that the lower level of preparedness reported by students from Petroleum-
Gas University in Ploiesti, to be accounted by their undergraduate level at the time when they 
were trained.  More specifically, this difference may be due to the larger numbers of students in 
an undergraduate class (average of 50), compared to graduate level courses (average of 20), in 
Romanian universities.  This findings is consistent with results of other studies who reported that 
the preparedness of students (i.e., in these cases, medical students) was significantly affected by 
educational environment (Tokuda et al., 2010) or by the location of study (Greer et al., 2007). 
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The significant differences in levels of preparedness reported by the participants who 
were trained in these four institutions may be an issue of implementation fidelity.  That is, these 
results may reflect the different ways in which the GCDF trainers teaching in these institutions 
have understood their role in implementing the training or their level of preparedness for 
teaching the GCDF Romania curriculum.  Thus, we can hypothesize that these significant 
differences in preparedness ratings, between the previously presented training institutions, may 
be a function of the GCDF trainer that transcends the curriculum. 
The preparedness levels reported by GCDF Trainers are higher than that of GCDF career 
consultants who were not trainers.  This finding makes intuitive sense: a GCDF career consultant 
needs to demonstrate a high level of knowledge and skills in order to become GCDF Trainer.  
Finally, participants’ age, their highest academic degree, their professional background, the year 
of obtaining the GCDF certification, and the interaction between the year and the institution of 
GCDF training do not have any effect on the self-reported degree of preparedness.  
Research Question 6: What is the relationship between job context variables (Current job 
function/position, Percentage of career counseling activities in current work setting, Type 
of organization in which career counseling related tasks have been performed, Clients 
served) and Romanian GCDFs’ ratings of frequency and importance of GCDF tasks 
performed in their career counseling related work settings? 
The Frequency of GCDF tasks ratings.  Results suggest that the frequency with which 
Romanian GCDF career consultant performed GCDF tasks at their career counseling work 
places is influenced by their current job function, by type of organizations in which they work, 
and by the percentages of career counseling related tasks in their jobs.  Participants who at the 
time of taking the survey were unemployed, students, homemakers or were performing tasks 
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pertaining to data entry or CSR did not perform GCDF tasks frequently.  This makes intuitive 
sense.  Another finding that makes sense was that participants who performed more than 50 
percent of career counseling related tasks in their current jobs use GCDF tasks more frequently. 
Career counselors and psychologists reported using GCDF Romania tasks significantly 
more frequently then school counselors and teachers.  The self-reported reported frequency of 
GCDF tasks is significantly higher in Inter-School Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Centers 
(ISPPAC) and in public universities and significantly lower in Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance 
Centers (PPAC).  The low number of participants did not allow performing controlling for all 
these variables in a multiple regression model.  Still, it is interesting to note that school 
counselors and teachers working in PPAC reported performing GCDF tasks less frequently that 
the ones employed by ISPPAC, despite the fact that authors (Jigau, 2002) reported the objectives 
of these two types of institutions being similar.  Finally, the frequency of GCDF tasks rated by 
the participants was not influenced by their types of clients. 
The Importance of GCDF tasks ratings.  The results of the analyses performed 
indicated that only the percentage of career counseling related tasks performed by participants 
might have an effect on their ratings on the importance of GCDF tasks.  All other variables 
considered (current job function, type of organization and types of clients served) did not appear 
to have a significant effect on the perceived importance of the GCDF tasks.  
Implications 
The implications of the current study will be discussed in this section in the context of the 
Romanian GCDF curriculum, the GCDF Romania job analysis, the development of the career 
counseling profession in Romania, the global context in which GCDF has emerged, and in the 
larger context of the counseling field. 
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The Romanian GCDF curriculum.  The results of the training evaluation on both the 
learning (preparedness) and the behavior (frequency and importance) level of Kirkpatrick’s 
model suggest that the GCDF curriculum is especially effective in the areas of competency 
Ethical and Legal Issues, Employability Skills, Assessment, and Helping Skills.  These findings, 
along with the recommendations received from the participants, suggest that the content 
pertaining to several competency areas may need to be adjusted to meet contemporary needs: 
Promotion and Public Relations, Technology, Labor Market Information, Training Clients and 
Peers, Technology, Diverse Populations, Career Development Models.  The specific suggestions 
for curriculum improvement were already presented under the discussion for Research Question 
4.   
The concise content regarding Promotion and Public Relations and the lower scores 
reported on the tasks contained by this area of competency, suggest considering the 
recommendations of the participants (e.g., networking and partnerships in better promoting 
career counseling related services to Romanian people) to enrich the curriculum.  Technology is 
also another competency area briefly addressed by the GCDF curriculum.  The recommendations 
made by some participants (e.g., blogging, Twitter and Facebook for promoting career 
counseling services; creating and administrating online communities in order to create a client 
data base; taping client sessions; using distance communication: Skype, videoconference, 
teleconference, web streaming) are worth considering in the context of the rapid developments in 
the field of technology and communication over the last few years. Moreover, tasks related to 
Technology are reported to be frequently performed and important in helping clients.  
Similarly, the suggestions regarding the Labor Market Information area of competency 
can also be examined for possible inclusion in the Romanian GCDF curriculum.  Moreover, 
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given that some tasks (especially both pertaining to job classification, global and European 
trends) received lower importance rate as well, it would be important to further explore to what 
extent they are helping clients.    
We discussed within the context of Research Question 4 that the suggestions for Training 
Clients and Peers are already covered by the curriculum.  However, the tasks associated with 
this area of competency received lower scores on all scales.  In this case, it might be necessary to 
review whether the methods used to teach the content and skills regarding this competency are 
the most appropriate for assuring training effectiveness.  
Career Development Models is another area that requires to be reviewed.  It appears that 
the participants tend to use and appreciate better the models that include practical tools (e.g., 
Holand personality types, Maslow’s hierarchy of needs). Concurrently, they feel least prepared 
for, use least and find less important, the theories that do not include tools (e.g., Super’s).  These 
findings suggest both reviewing the methods with which, and the context in which, these models 
are taught.  Also, their utility in the current circumstances needs to be reevaluated.   
 Diverse Populations is a competency area that included just four tasks.  Participants feel 
generally prepared for these tasks and report perceiving them as important.  They also 
recommended addressing tasks for “detecting important cultural aspects of potential clients” in 
the GCDF training.  Although content similar to this recommendation is in the current 
curriculum, this suggestion indicates the need to consider addressing this topic in more depth.   
Finally, more practice on study cases is recommended.  This particularly involves the 
practice of tasks covered by the areas Helping Skills, Assessment and Employability Skills, under 
Supervision.  More about the implications related to Supervision is discussed in the following 
section (Romanian GCDF job analysis).  
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In conclusion, based on the results of the current study, some suggestions are: 
- Evaluating the methods for teaching information pertaining to the areas of competency 
Labor Market Information, Training Clients and Peers and Career Development 
Models.  Their content is dense and it is important that the methods are adapted to 
assure a higher level of retention after participating in the training. 
- Evaluating the relevance of the tasks that received lower Frequency and Importance 
ratings (e.g., tasks included in Labor Market Information and Career Development 
Models). Maybe the information in the curriculum pertaining to these tasks needs to be 
updated to fit current circumstances.  
- Enriching the information pertaining to Technology, Labor Market Information, 
Diverse Populations, Promotion and Public Relations based on the recommendations 
of participants.  
- Consider experiential activities in assuring higher self-reported levels of awareness of 
the characteristics of certain social and ethnic groups (Diverse Populations). 
- Including more case studies in the curriculum to assure a higher level of skills.  
- Consider adding a measure of GCDF Trainers fidelity to the curriculum in order to 
assure quality of teaching.  
Focus groups with GCDF Trainers and GCDF career consultants can be conducted in 
exploring how the recommendations and suggestions can be incorporated in the new curriculum. 
These decisions should be revised by NBCC Romania and the Center for Credentialing and 
Education (CCE), to assure that the updates are made within the areas of competency covered by 
the GCDF Romania certification program.  The recommendations resulted in the current study 
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that go beyond the GCDF areas of competency (e.g., Research, School Counseling) can be used 
for developing other programs in the area of career counseling and developing.   
The Romanian GCDF job analysis. The results of the job analysis, offer an image about 
the GCDF tasks used by Romanian GCDF career consultants in their career counseling related 
workplaces.  A significant implication, resulting from both the training evaluation and the job 
analysis is related to the competency area of Supervision.  Despite the fact that most Romanian 
GCDF career counselors feel prepared to identify situations for supervision and although these 
participants recognize the importance of supervision in helping their clients, they seek it rarely, 
or occasionally.   
This finding comes in support of the decision taken in 2011, which recommended that all 
GCDF trainers from Europe should undergo a certification and training program in supervision. 
As a result of participating to this training, the GCDF trainers would acquire basic skills and 
knowledge in the domain of supervision.  The primary goal behind this decision was to equip 
GCDF trainers with the necessary skills and knowledge to supervise, and to better support, their 
GCDF students in working on their cases.  Another goal is to build a network of supervisors in 
each GCDF country, so that GCDF career consultants feel encouraged to seek supervision. 
The high frequency with which participants reported performing tasks pertaining to 
Assessment, Helping Skills and Employability Skills offer a snapshot of the typical career 
intervention conducted by Romanian GCDF career consultants.  They focus on exploring client’s 
needs, values, interests, resources, etc., (Assessment) in a counseling-like environment (Helping 
Skills) while focusing on solving their problems (Employability Skills).  Concurrently, they are 
prepared for and place a significant emphasis on dealing with Ethical and Legal Issues.  This 
picture indicates a career counseling-like process.  While the GCDF certification was developed 
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in the US for facilitators to assists career counselors in their activities, we can conclude that in 
Romania, GCDF career consultants perform career counseling related activities.  Thus, the 
GCDF training and certification program in Romania constitutes an important step in defining 
the profession of career counseling in this country.  More details about this implication are 
discussed in the next section. 
Finally, the results of this job analysis offer also a framework that may be used in the 
future, for the development of job-related licensure examination, in the field of career counseling 
in Romania.  The knowledge and skills included in such an examination should reflect the tasks 
that are most frequently reported to be performed, and the ones perceived as most important for 
the job.  
GCDF Romania and the development of the career counseling profession. The 
Global Career Development Facilitator (GCDF) is the first training program in Romania, in this 
field, that is based on a sound conceptual and empirical foundation.  This is also the only 
certification program so far, in this domain, in Romania.  The results of the study suggest that not 
only do Romanian GCDF career consultants feel prepared after participating to the training, but 
they also implement what they learn in their career counseling related work places.  These 
findings support the quality of the GCDF training program and also its applicability for 
responding to the career counseling needs of Romanian people.  
The significant effectiveness of the GCDF trainings held in Master’s programs may be 
appealing to post-secondary institutions interested in developing counseling programs.  Building 
a strong network of educational programs would be an important step in the development of the 
career counseling profession in Romania.  Further, the significant frequency with which 
specialists in Human Resources reported to use the GCDF tasks may indicate organizations as 
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possible contexts in which the domain of career counseling can flourish.  Bloomberg, one of the 
pioneers of the Vocational Movement in the United States made a strong point that the vocational 
guidance and the personnel management fields should be closely connected to support people in 
their work (Savickas, 2009).  
The results of this study may encourage the evaluation of other educational programs in 
the domain of career counseling in Romania, thus promoting quality in building this profession. 
As previously reported, some of the recommendations resulted in the current study go beyond 
the GCDF areas of competency (e.g., Research, School Counseling).  These recommendations 
can be used for developing other programs in the area of career counseling, thus promoting the 
development of this field in Romania 
As stated in the previous section, the high ratings on Frequency and Importance for tasks 
pertaining to Assessment and Helping Skills are important not only in the context of evaluating 
the Romanian GCDF curriculum or reporting the results of the job analysis.  They are significant 
in claiming the important role of this training program in the efforts to define the career 
counseling domain as a unique profession, separate from other helping profession, particularly 
from psychology.  
As reported in Chapter II, Assessment and Helping Skills are areas of competency through 
which the GCDF training significantly differentiated itself among the educational programs in 
the domain of career counseling in Romania.  Career specialists coming from various educational 
backgrounds (e.g., education, school counseling) or from other career counseling graduated 
programs have little training in assessment.  This is provided only by psychologists who teach 
them formal assessment instruments, although the future graduates will not have the right to 
apply them, unless they are psychologists.  Career specialists with a psychology background are 
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trained, and use formal assessment methods (e.g., projective tests, personality tests) in career 
counseling sessions.  Moreover, career specialists coming from any of these backgrounds do not 
have training in practicing counseling skills.  This reality perpetuates the initial identity of the 
domain of career counseling in Romania (especially from the pre-communist stage), rooted in the 
vocational movement located within the psychology profession. 
On the other hand, the GCDF career consultants have thorough training in informal 
assessment, undergoing their own process of self-evaluation as part of the evaluation for 
certification.  Similarly, they practice basic counseling skills during class role plays and while 
working on their cases.  The knowledge and tools provided by the Romanian GCDF curriculum 
in the area of Assessment and Helping Skills are congruent to the philosophy of counseling.  By 
exploring clients’ needs, values, aptitudes, interests, barriers and resources with the use of 
informal assessment instruments, and by employing basic counseling skills in supporting clients 
in this process of discovery, Romanian GCDF career consultants are conducting career 
interventions in which the counseling process plays an important role.   Thus, it can be concluded 
that the GCDF program is one of the efforts made towards defining the profession of career 
counseling as a domain of its own, separate from the profession of psychology.  
Global Career Development Facilitator. As reported in Chapter II, the Romanian 
GCDF training program was built starting from the general GCDF curriculum which was 
adapted to Romanian needs.  Consequently, the GCDF Romanian Task survey consists of both 
general GCDF tasks and country-specific ones.  No previous study has been reported to evaluate 
the GCDF training in any of the other 14 countries in which this program has been implemented 
since 1998.  Thus, the GCDF Romanian Task Survey can be a starting point in similar empirical 
endeavors in these countries.  
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Implications for the counseling field.  Studies that focused on evaluating counseling 
training programs were found in the literature.  Such projects reported using various criteria for 
assessment such as: reactions (Baker et al., 2009), preparedness (Carney & Cobia, 2003) 
usefulness in performing tasks (Zalaquett & Osborn, 2007).  While these criteria can be viewed 
from the lenses of Kirkpatrick’s model (e.g., preparedness assesses learning level; usefulness in 
performing tasks assesses the behavior level), the model has not been found to be used in 
counseling studies.  The current study offers an example of how Kirkpatrick’s model can be used 
as an organizer for evaluating counseling training programs.   
Limitations of the Study 
A primary limitation of the study consisted in the small sample: only 91 Romanian 
GCDF career consultants participated in the study.  This limitation was expected given that the 
population of Romanian GCDF career consultants was only 292 at the date when data collection 
started (October 3, 3011).  A more severe limitation occurred when considering the cases for the 
analyses in the current study: due to the fact that not all participants answered all 110 items for 
all scales, the number of cases decreased significantly.  Thus, the findings of the analyses 
conducted should be generalized would caution.  The limitations of this study will be discussed 
in the context of its two main goals: training evaluation and job analysis.  Finally limitations 
related to the analyses used in the study will be discussed.   
Training Evaluation  
Several limitations pertaining to the training evaluation of the GCDF program need to be 
considered when discussing the results of this study and its implications.  These limitations will 
be discussed in this section.  First, the training evaluation addressed only two of the four levels 
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of the framework used for this study (Kirkpatrick’s model): learning and behaviol.  Information 
pertaining to the levels reactions and results was not collected.   
Generally, information related to trainees’ reactions is collected immediately after the 
training.  Alliger et al. (1997) found that such data has value in predicting results on the learning 
and behavior level.  The cross-sectional design of the current study made it impossible to gather 
reactions related data (e.g., perceived usefulness, overall satisfaction) immediately after 
respondents’ completion of the GCDF Romania training.  It is important to note that the GCDF 
Romania trainers ask their students for feedback pertaining to the reactions level at the end of the 
training program.  Thus, since such information about the GCDF Romania curriculum already 
existed, the purpose of the current study was to go beyond the reactions level and to evaluate the 
training on two other dimensions of Kirkpatrick’s model: learning and behavior.  Data related to 
results was also not collected in this study.  Results (or organizational results) are usually 
measured by client satisfaction.  The design of the study did not permit collecting data from the 
clients of the GCDF Romania career consultants.   
Second, both the learning and behavior levels of Kirkpatrick’s model were evaluated 
only through self-reported data.  According to Kraiger et al. (1993), self-assessment is 
recommended for evaluating cognitive strategies (e.g., self- awareness, self-regulations) and 
attitudinal and motivational (e.g., self-efficacy) learning outcomes.  From this perspective, some 
tasks included in the GCDF Romania Tasks survey lend themselves perfectly to this type of 
evaluation (e.g., “Being aware of personal values, strengths and weaknesses and understanding 
how these can affect your relationship with clients”; “Exploring and being aware of own values 
and biases in regard to diversity and multicultural issues”; “Demonstrating awareness about 
situations and phenomena that can affect objectivity in the assessment process”).   
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However, other type of learning, especially skills, need to be assessed by power tests, or 
targeted behavior observation, according to the same author (Kraiger et al., 1993).  From this 
perspective, many of the tasks included in the survey in this study could have been better 
evaluated through tests (e.g., “Informing clients about statistical data on the Romanian labor 
market”; “Using SWOT analysis to support clients in making decisions”) or observation (e.g., 
tasks under Helping Skills).  For assessing the behavior level, Kirkpatrick (1996) recommended 
surveying “one or more of the following groups: trainees, bosses, subordinates, and others who 
often observe trainees’ behavior on the job” (p. 57).  The current study only surveyed the 
trainees.  Collecting data from other sources (e.g., supervisors) could have enriched the data.  
  Third, Kirkpatrick (1996) recommended using a control group, if feasible, in evaluating 
the learning and the behavior level.  This would offer a more objective image of the 
effectiveness of the training for participants.  The current study surveyed only the participants to 
the GCDF Romania training.  Finally, another limitation consists in the fact that the sample 
leaned towards the GCDF Romania career consultants who were practicing GCDF tasks in their 
career counseling related work places.  Thus, the results of the current GCDF Romania training 
evaluation are not representative of all Romanian GCDF career consultants just those currently 
practicing.  
Job Analysis 
The main limitation stems from the fact that the data for job analysis is only self-reported. 
The Romanian GCDF career consultants were asked to report how frequently they used GCDF 
tasks, how important they were for helping their clients and what other tasks, that were not 
covered by the GCDF training, they used.  No expert in job analysis observed the participants in 
their career counseling related work places.  As many authors have suggested (e.g., Landy & 
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Vasey, 1991; Prien et al., 2009), using samples of SME (i.e., the person performed the job) in job 
analysis consists in a substantially larger number of observations.  Indeed, if the data pertaining 
to the frequency or importance of the tasks performed by the Romanian GCDF career consultants 
was collected by the investigators in this study, the number of observations would have been 
probably much lower than the number of participants in the current study.  
Data Analysis 
 As previously reported, perhaps the most significant limitation is related to the number 
of cases considered for the analyses (for research questions 4 and 5) in the current study.  Since 
not all participants answered all 110 items for all scales, the number of cases decreased 
significantly.  Only 58 cases were considered in exploring the effects of various demographic 
data on the self-reported degree of preparedness, 50 cases for the analyses pertaining to the 
frequency of tasks and just 44 cases for the analyses related to importance.  Thus, the findings of 
the analyses conducted should be generalized with caution. 
Another limitation, directly related to the previously presented one, consists in the fact 
that the analyses could not control for more variables at the same time.  Multiple Regressions, 
that would include all the demographic variables, could not be performed due to the very low 
number of cases eligible for analysis.  Thus, the effects of each demographic variable on the 
Preparedness, Frequency and Importance scale should be interpreted cautiously given that it was 
impossible to control for their common influence within models of Multiple Regression.  Of 
course, the results of the ANOVA analyses are offering useful information about possible trends. 
Such analyses are subsumed by Multiple Regressions (Keith, 2005) and they seemed to be the 
most fit to answer the research questions and to offer some significant results in the context of 
the low number of cases.    
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Recommendations for Future Research 
The recommendations for future research stem from both the limitations of the current 
study and from the findings.  First, future evaluations of the Romanian GCDF training program 
should try to measure all four levels of the Kirkpatrick’s model (reactions, learning, behavior, 
organization) and include more objectives measures of assessment.  Besides self-reported 
assessment, such evaluations can include pre-test and post-test to assess learning, and 
observations to test behavior.  This would offer a more complex picture of the effectiveness of 
the Romanian GCDF training program.  A longitudinal study design can evaluate the 
effectiveness of the GCDF training on the reaction level, and after a certain period of time, the 
predictive role of evaluating this level can be tested by assessing learning and behavior.  
Second, a job analysis can be conducted by combining the framework used in the current 
study (i.e., self-report by SMEs) with other methods (e.g., observations by job analysis experts). 
Additionally, other characteristics of the tasks performed by Romanian GCDF career consultants 
can be collected.  For example: task criticality, difficulty, time allotted, etc.  Given the large 
concentration of Romanian GCDF career consultant in certain types of work places (e.g., 
Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Centers, Inter-School Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Centers, 
Human Resources), future analyses can focus specifically on a particular job performed in a 
specific setting.  
Third, as the number of Romanian GCDF career consultants increases, the possibility of 
gathering more participants in a study creates the context in which a confirmatory factor analysis 
can be conducted.  Such an analysis, would confirm whether the 12 areas of competency defined 
at the time when the GCDF certification and training program was created are accurately 
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represented in the content of the curriculum or in the tasks performed by GCDF career 
consultants.   
Fourth, as previously discussed in the implication sections, in the context of the interest 
for the development of the career counseling profession in Romania, the current study can offer 
an initial framework that can be considered in evaluating other training programs from this 
domain.  Such empirical endeavors can consider the strengths of the current study and its 
limitations in their design.  
Finally, the current study can offer a model for evaluating the effectiveness of other 
GCDF training programs in other countries that adopted this program.  As reported in Chapter II, 
GCDF programs across the world are built on the same 12 areas of competencies.  Of course, the 
national specific sub-competencies are an important part of the GCDF curriculum, thus, if such 
studies will be conducted in other countries, they can consider using the GCDF Romania Task 
Survey as a starting point in developing their own instruments.  
Conclusion  
This study has significance in the context of efforts made towards the development of the 
career counseling profession in Romania.  Despite its limitations, the evaluation of the GCDF 
Romania training offered a first assessment of the perceptions of the Romanian GCDF career 
consultants about the effectiveness of this program.  It also offers a model for other endeavors 
directed toward assuring quality in educational programs in the domain of career counseling in 
Romania.  
The job analysis provides a snapshot of the tasks performed by Romanian GCDF career 
consultants in their career counseling related work places.  Both the training evaluation and the 
job analysis created an opportunity for improvement of the GCDF Romania training program 
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based on empirical evidence.  Finally, it provided suggestions for developing new avenues of 
growth in the domain of career counseling in Romania.  
The study also has significance for the global context in which the GCDF program was 
created.  This was the first study conducted to evaluate a GCDF curriculum and perform a job 
analysis of the tasks that GCDF career consultants perform in their career counseling related 
work places.  The framework proposed by this study can be a precedent for conducting 
evaluations of the GCDF training or job analyses in other countries in which this program was 
implemented.   
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Appendix A: Invitation to the GCDF Romania Study:  
Email Sent to Participants in Romanian Language 
O ora de educatie continua pentru participarea la studiul despre GCDF Romania  
Elena Amalia Stanciu  
Sent:  Monday, October 03, 2011 2:59 PM  
To:  Elena Amalia Stanciu  
      
Dragi consultanti in cariera GCDF,  
 
Aveti posibilitatea de a primi o ora de educatie continua de la NBCC Romania pentru participarea la 
studiul “Consultantul in cariera GCDF Romania: Analiza profilului de post si evaluarea programului de 
formare” 
Cum procedati? 
1.     Accesati link-ul : https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/7C7K33J 
2.     Completati chestionarul demografic si instrumentul ”Sarcini de lucru GCDF Romania” 
3.     Completati adresa dumneavoastra de e-mail si veti primi informatii despre obtinerea orei de educatie 
continua. 
  
Foarte important!  
Datele completate de dumneavoastra nu se vor salva daca parasiti pagina 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/7C7K33J inainte de a introduce adresa de e-mail si de a selecta 
optiunea ”Efectuat”. Asigurati-va ca aveti la dispozitie in jur de 40 de minute fara intrerupere inainte de a 
incepe sa completati instrumentele.  
  
Despre anonimitate: 
Detalii cu privire la asigurarea caracterului anonim si confidential al datelor sunt oferite in formularul de 
consimtamant pe care il puteti vizualiza imediat dupa ce accesati link-ul de mai sus. 
Data limita pentru completarea instrumentelor este 17 Octombrie 2011.  
Participarea dumneavoastra la acest studiu va ajuta in mod substantial la imbunatatirea programului de 
formare GCDF Romania, precum si a altor programe din domeniul consilierii din tara noastra. 
  
Despre acest studiu: 
Studiul a fost dezvoltat cu sprijinul si colaborarea Dr. Andreea Szilagyi, Iulia Sara si Ioana Panc (GCDF 
Master Traineri) precum si Isabella Berghoffer, Orsolya Zsigmond, Mihaela Sterian, Raluca Tomsa 
(GCDF Traineri).  
 
Despre initiatorul studiului: 
Ma numesc Elena Amalia Stanciu si am absolvit in 2005 primul program de formare GCDF Romania sub 
îndrumarea Dr. Andreea Szilagyi. 
Va multumesc mult pentru ajutorul oferit. Va rog sa ma contactati la adresa de e-mail : eastanci@syr.edu 
pentru orice probleme aparute, intrebari sau sugestii.   
  
Elena Amalia Stanciu, MA, NCC, GCDF Master Trainer,  
Student doctorand, Syracuse University 
Departamentul Counseling and Human Services 
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Appendix B: The Approved Romanian Language Version of the Demographic 
Questionnaire and of Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey (Survey Monkey Format)
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Appendix C: The Approved English Language Version of the 
Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey and of the Demographic Questionnaire 
 
The Approved English Language Version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey 
Participants will answer to the following questions for each of the 110 tasks:  
 
a. How well did the GCDF training prepared you for this task? 
 
1 = not prepared 2 = somewhat 
prepared 
3 = moderately 
prepared 
4 = prepared 5 = very prepared 
 
b. How often do you perform this task in your work setting? 
 
1 = never 2 = rarely 3 = occasionally 4 = frequently 5 = routinely 
 
c. How important is this task in helping your clients? 
 
1 = not important 2 = somewhat 
important 
3 = moderately 
important 
4 = important 5 = very 
important 
 
1. Informing clients about the career intervention process (e.g., types of interventions: career 
guidance, career development, career counseling, education, coaching, labor market 
information; stages: evaluation, goal setting, decision making, termination, follow-up, etc.) 
2. Exploring clients’ and own expectations from the career intervention process. 
3. Informing clients about career intervention processes (e.g., career counseling, career 
development, coaching, etc) in comparison to other helping processes/services (e.g., 
psychotherapy, etc.) 
4. Using nonverbal communication skills (e.g., eye contact, body posture, gestures, facial 
expression, etc.) 
5. Using coordination (e.g., open and closed questions, etc.) 
6. Using reflection (e.g., of content, feelings, meaning, etc.) 
7. Using challenging skills. 
8. Using summarization skills. 
9. Using acceptance, empathy and respect to build and maintain a trustful relationship with the 
client.  
10. Supporting clients in setting short, medium and long term goals, by using: the results of the 
assessment process, clients’ presenting problems and clients’ transferable skills. 
11. Following the next 3 steps in goal setting process: conceptualizing possibilities, choosing 
realistic possibilities, and turning them into viable goals. 
12. Supporting clients to break down the career goals into specific behavioral objectives. 
13. Motivating clients to achieve their objectives. 
14. Adapting career interventions to clients’ personality, presenting problems, and their 
resources. 
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15. Using humanistic interventions (e.g., reflecting feelings, paraphrasing, challenging, etc.) to 
help clients exploring the feelings generated by their experiences. 
16. Using cognitive interventions (e.g., educating clients about rational and irrational thinking, 
challenging clients’ irrational believes, etc.) to help clients explore their reasoning.  
17. Using behavioral interventions (e.g., practicing new behaviors, role playing, etc.) to help 
clients identify, control, minimize and eliminate unproductive behaviors and learn adequate 
behaviors. 
18. Using systemic interventions to support client in exploring the mutual impact between the 
socio-economic system and individuals.  
19. Informing clients about the stages of informed decision making: awareness of the problem, 
self-evaluation, exploration, integration, commitment, implementation, and re-evaluation. 
20. Providing homework to encourage clients’ active engagement in the career intervention 
process. 
21. Educating clients to adapt the skills practiced in the career intervention process, to new life 
situations.  
22. Monitoring clients’ initial expectations and goals along the career intervention process. 
23. Preparing clients for termination. 
24. Following up with clients after termination. 
25. Being aware of personal values, strengths and weaknesses and understanding how these can 
affect your relationship with clients. 
26. Informing clients about statistical data on the Romanian labor market.  
27. Informing clients about key concepts of the labor market (e.g., unemployment rate, etc.) 
28. Informing clients about branches of economics in the career planning process. 
29. Informing clients about different systems of classifications of occupations (e.g., Robert 
Reich, International Labor Organization, etc.) 
30. Informing clients about the Romanian Classification of Occupations (COR; e.g., criteria, 
codes, etc.) in the career planning process. 
31. Informing clients about the differences between occupation, trade, function and profession. 
32. Informing clients on policies and trends in the global labor market. 
33. Informing clients on policies and trends in the European labor market. 
34. Informing clients about labor market legislation and policies in Romania. 
35. Informing clients about labor market institutions in Romania (e.g., ANOFM, MMFES, etc.) 
36. Informing clients about the importance of ongoing assessment (i.e., exploring needs, 
resources, obstacles, goals and decisions, etc.) throughout the career intervention process. 
37. Using the intake interview to collect information about clients (e.g., demographic data, 
presenting problem, client’s lifestyle, family history, educational and professional 
background, etc.) 
38. Identifying clients’ transferable skills. 
39. Explaining to clients the differences between the following concepts: competency, ability, 
talent and aptitude. 
40. Using formal/standardized instruments to measure clients’ aptitudes, personality, interests, 
etc. 
41. Using informal instruments to assess clients’ values, preferences, strengths and weaknesses, 
etc. 
42. Selecting appropriate assessment instruments to respond to each client’s career needs. 
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43. Verifying the technical characteristics of the instruments (e.g., reliability, validity, norms, 
etc.) 
44. Informing clients about the administered instruments.  
45. Interpreting the results of the assessment process and discussing them with clients. 
46. Developing a written report based on the results of the evaluation process and using it for a 
written plan of action that may include: objectives, decisions, etc. 
47. Supporting clients in the auto-evaluation process (e.g., clients identify their values, abilities, 
personality traits, etc.) 
48. Demonstrating awareness about situations and phenomena that can affect objectivity in the 
assessment process. 
49. Identifying clients’ decision making style and discussing it with them. 
50. Identifying the obstacles that affect the decision making process (e.g., financial situation, 
level of skills, needs, motivation, etc.) 
51. Assessing clients’ resources in the decision making process. 
52. Using the 4S Transition Model in assessing clients’ situation, self, existing supports and 
strategies to respond to the transition. 
53. Using the DECIDES model for systematic analysis of clients’ problems and for decision 
making. 
54. Using the Six Thinking Hats (Edward de Bono) for systematic analysis of clients’ problems 
and for decision making. 
55. Using SWOT analysis to support clients in making decisions. 
56. Using RUMBAS method to support clients in making decisions. 
57. Considering multicultural factors  (e.g., culture, race, ethnicity, social class, age, sex, 
religion, etc.) that may influence the career intervention process. 
58. Exploring and being aware of own values and biases in regard to diversity and multicultural 
issues.  
59. Being aware of the characteristics of certain social and ethnic groups (e.g., values, beliefs, 
communication style, traditions and customs, etc.) 
60. Adapting certain skills and techniques in the career intervention process, to clients’ 
multicultural characteristics.  
61. Informing clients about their rights and obligations in the career intervention process. 
62. Informing clients about the aspects pertaining to the confidentiality of the career intervention 
process.  
63. Informing clients about: the areas of expertise and professional experience (GCDF, other 
certifications, etc.), the type of services offered, and the populations served.  
64. Informing clients about the rules concerning the career intervention process (e.g., duration of 
session, materials provided, payment fee, etc.) 
65. Consulting other professionals when situations that occur in the career intervention process 
are beyond GCDFs’ areas of expertise (e.g., labor market specialists, psychologists, 
psychiatrists, professors, lawyers, etc.) 
66. Referring clients to appropriate services for their needs  (e.g., psychotherapy, psychiatric 
counseling, etc.) when they are beyond the GCDF’s areas of competency. 
67. Identifying ethical problems. 
68. Consulting the GCDF Code of Ethics. 
69. Consulting other Code of Ethics in the counseling field (e.g., American Counseling 
Association Code of Ethics, National Career Development Association Code of Ethics, The 
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Code of Ethics and Standards of Quality in Career Counseling developed by the Romanian 
Institute for Education Sciences, etc.) 
70. Storing clients’ files (e.g., worksheets, assessment results, intake forms, disclosure 
statements, progress notes, etc.) in a secure place. 
71. Reporting ethical situations to NBCC Romania.  
72. Knowing the laws and policies pertaining to minority groups and groups with special needs.  
73. Informing clients about the theoretical orientation and about the strategies used in the career 
intervention process. 
74. Using the Trait and Factor Theory (i.e., assessing strengths and weaknesses, exploring job 
availability on the labor market, and applying strategies to make an appropriate career 
decision) in the career intervention process. 
75. Using Holland’s Vocational Decision Theory (i.e., identifying one of the 6 personality types, 
assessing the vocational interests according to the personality type) in the career intervention 
process. 
76. Using the Socio-Economic Theory (i.e., exploring the culture, the family, the socio-economic 
conditions and the other external factors that can influence clients’ self-image, identity, social 
status and career) in the career intervention process. 
77. Using Super’s life-career rainbow/lifespan theory (i.e., analyzing the 5 developmental stages 
characterized by unique responsibilities and roles) in the career intervention process. 
78. Using Krumboltz’ Social Learning Theory (i.e., analyzing the following elements that 
influence career decisions: genetic inheritance, special skills, environment, learning 
experiences, and ability to solve tasks influence career decisions) in the career intervention 
process. 
79. Using Gellat’s Positive Uncertainty Theory (i.e., uncertainty about future can be an 
opportunity for client, etc.) to encourage clients’ flexibility in the decision making process. 
80. Using Cognitive Theories (e.g., the career decision process is based on information about the 
client about the labor market, etc.) in the career intervention process. 
81. Using Humanistic and Holistic Theories (i.e., career includes work, education, leisure 
activities, etc.) 
82. Using Maslow’s hierarchy of needs in the career intervention process. 
83. Educating clients about time management (i.e., organizing, prioritizing and planning) and 
supporting them in identifying strategies that fits their personal style. 
84. Educating clients on job search strategies (e.g., identify employers, networking, etc.) 
85. Educating clients about the employment portfolio. 
86. Educating clients about the Europass portfolio. 
87. Assisting clients in developing their Curriculum Vitae. 
88. Assisting clients in writing cover letters. 
89. Assisting clients in writing thank you letters. 
90. Educating clients about the recruitment and selection processes. 
91. Educates clients about job interviews (i.e., structure, rules, types). 
92. Educates clients about strategies for managing stress related to job interview. 
93. Designing, developing, and delivering training to respond to clients’ career needs.  
94. Educating clients about the difference between informal and formal training. 
95. Understanding adult learning specifics and implementing them in training programs. 
96. Exploring training programs, available on the market, that fits clients’ career development 
needs. 
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97. Developing career development programs for individuals (e.g., students, adults, etc.) 
98.  Developing career development programs for organizations. 
99. Applying training and development models when providing training and consultancy for 
organizations (i.e., performance model, learning model, strategic model). 
100. Providing clients with the intake forms needed in the career intervention process.   
101. Organizing the office space for individual/group sessions in a manner that guarantees 
confidentiality and comfort. 
102. Planning promotion activities (e.g., defining services targeted towards certain 
populations, researching the market, etc.) 
103. Presenting services to potential clients through brochures, internet, media, events, etc. 
104. Evaluating the impact of promotion campaigns and using this data in future activities. 
105. Operating computer programs, systems, and data bases to support the career intervention 
process, and educating clients about them. 
106. Locating necessary resources for the career intervention process (e.g., legislation, job 
postings, etc) on the Internet. 
107. Using audio-visual support in training and presentations. 
108. Identifying situations for which you need supervision. 
109. Seeking supervision from a GCDF supervisor as needed (e.g., ethical dilemmas, difficult 
cases, when needing reassurance, etc.) 
110. Contacting other colleagues GCDF, regularly, to ask for consultation and peer 
supervision.  
 
Open-Ended Question  
Are there tasks, not covered in your Romanian GCDF training, that you have performed in your 
career counseling related work setting? If yes, please enumerate and describe them bellow: 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
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The Approved English Language Version of the Demographic Questionnaire 
1. Gender: 
 Male 
 Female 
 
2. Age (Drop down menu with ages: 18 – 80) 
 
3. Ethnicity: 
 Romanian 
 Magyar 
 RRoma 
 Other 
 
4. For how long have you been performing career counseling related tasks? 
Drop down menu with the following options: Less than 3 months, Between 3 – 6 months, 
Between 6 months – 1 year, 1 year, 2 years, 3 years, ….30 years, over 30 years. 
 
5. Current location of employment 
 List of counties 
 The participant fills in the name of the city/town/village 
 
6. Type of organization in which you have performed/are performing career 
counseling related tasks (you may select more options) 
 Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Centers 
 Inter-School Psycho-Pedagogical Assistance Centers 
 Information and Guidance Centers 
 Public school (e.g., elementary, middle or high school) 
 Private school (e.g., elementary, middle or high school) 
 Public university 
 Private university 
 NGO 
 Corporation 
 Private practice 
 Other type of organization 
 
7. Type of collaboration 
 Employed 
 Volunteer 
 Self-employed/ Entrepreneur 
 Other type of collaboration 
 
8. Current job function/position (The participant fills in the job function/position) 
 
9. For how long have you been in this current job function/position? 
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Drop down menu with the following options: Less than 3 months, Between 3 – 6 months, 
Between 6 months – 1 year, 1 year, 2 years, 3 years, ….30 years, over 30 years.  
 
10. Percentage of career counseling activities in current work setting  
Drop down menu with percentages: 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 80, 100 % 
 
11. Clients served (you may select more options): 
 Children 
 Adolescents 
 College Students 
 Adults 
 Families 
 Organizations 
 
12. Highest academic degree 
 College 
 Master’s 
 PhD 
 Other type of degree 
 
13. Educational background (you may select more options): 
 Arhitecture 
 Arts 
 Biology 
 Counseling 
 Chemistry 
 Economy 
 Education 
 Engineering 
 Geology 
 Law 
 Math 
 Medicine 
 Philology 
 Physics  
 Psychology 
 Social Work 
 Other 
 
14. Professional background prior to obtaining the GCDF certification 
The participant fills in the professional background 
  
15. Year of obtaining the GCDF certification 
 2005 
 2006 
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 2007 
 2008 
 2009 
 2010 
 2011 
 
16. Institution in which the GCDF Romania  training occurred 
The participant fills in the name of the institution   
 
17. GCDF Trainer or Master Trainer (this question is optional) 
 Yes 
 No  
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Appendix D: The Curriculum Vitae of Expert Translator Emanuel Vasiliu 
Emanuel VASILIU 
Curriculum Vitae 
 
 
QUALIFICATIONS:          BA in Film Directing, UNATC București, 2009  
                                               BA in Translation and Interpreting Studies, UniBuc 2005 
MA in Conference Interpreting, UniBuc, 2006  
                                               A-Levels at Epsom College, England: English (A), German (A), History (A) (2000) 
 
ADDRESS:                          Str. Dumbrava Roșie, nr. 18, et.2., Bucureşti, Romania 
 
CONTACT:                           +40.722588632, emanuel_vasiliu@yahoo.de 
 
NATIONALITY:                 Romanian 
 
WORK EXPERIENCE:     Collaboration with Romanian translation and interpreting companies such as Babylon 
Consult, Serious Business, Translations House, Casa de traduceri, 
Prolingua, etc. 
 
2009-2010: in-house translator for Bucharest-based Prolingua translation company 
 
2005-2009: Chuchotage interpreting for Rudoph Giuliani 
                    Chuchotage interpreting for Henry Kissinger 
                    Chuchotage interpreting for Helmuth Kohl, 
                                                 guests of the “10 pentru România” Realitatea TV award ceremony/ 
TV show 
 
2002-2006: translator for the Plural magazine, edited by the Romanian Cultural Institute (Romanian literature into 
English) 
 
2001: first prize at the International Translation Competition organized by the British Council in Bucharest                                                  
          
 
Writer/Director  
2009: "Piscine, Germania" (Pools, Germany) 15 min. – prod. UNATC – Super16, colour 
(Best direction of a Romanian short, PIFF 2011,  
Jury Prize at the National Short Film Festival, Reșița 2011 
Best Comedy Award at the International Festival of Student Drama and Film     
         Hyperion 2010 
3rd Prize for Fiction at the Future Movie Festival, Galați 2010 
- entered for selection at the Romanian film industry awards – Gopo 2010 
selected in Anonimul IFF 2010, IIFF 2010, TimiSHORT 2010, IPIFF 2010, CinemaIubit 2009) 
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Appendix E: The Back-Translated English Version of the Romanian GCDF Tasks Survey  
and of the Demographic Questionnaire 
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Appendix F: IRB Approval and Consent Forms in Romanian and English 
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Appendix G: Demographic Data 
Table G1 
 
Distribution of Location of Employment. 
 
County Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Brasov 2 2.2 2.3 
Bucharest 54 59.3 62.1 
Buzau 3 3.3 3.4 
Cluj 5 5.5 5.7 
Constanta 2 2.2 2.3 
Ilfov 2 2.2 2.3 
Mures 6 6.6 6.9 
Prahova 11 12.1 12.6 
Teleorman 2 2.2 2.3 
N 87 95.6 100.0 
Missing data 4 4.4 
 
Total N 91 100   
 
Table G2 
 
Distribution of History of Performing Career Counseling Related Tasks. 
 
Duration Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
0 - 3 months   18 19.8 20.0 
3 - 6 months   7 7.7 7.8 
6 - 12 months 5 5.5 5.6 
1 year 7 7.7 7.8 
2 years 9 9.9 10.0 
3 years 16 17.6 17.8 
4 years 4 4.4 4.4 
5 years 7 7.7 7.8 
6 years 7 7.7 7.8 
7 years 4 4.4 4.4 
8 years 2 2.2 2.2 
9 years 1 1.1 1.1 
10 years 1 1.1 1.1 
11 years 1 1.1 1.1 
over 30 years 1 1.1 1.1 
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N 90 98.9 100.0 
Missing  1 1.1 
 
Total N 91 100.0   
 
Table G3 
Distribution of History in Current Job Position.  
Duration Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
0 - 3 months   12 13.2 13.2 
3 - 6 months   5 5.5 5.5 
6 - 12 months 4 4.4 4.4 
1 year 8 8.8 8.8 
2 years 13 14.3 14.3 
3 years 16 17.6 17.6 
4 years 5 5.5 5.5 
5 years 10 11.0 11.0 
6 years 6 6.6 6.6 
7 years 1 1.1 1.1 
8 years 2 2.2 2.2 
10 years 3 3.3 3.3 
11 years 1 1.1 1.1 
12 years 2 2.2 2.2 
15 years 1 1.1 1.1 
27 years 1 1.1 1.1 
Over 30 years 1 1.1 1.1 
Total 91 100.0 100.0 
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Appendix H: Descriptive Statistics for Preparedness Ratings for Items on  
the GCDF Romania Task Survey 
Table H1  
Descriptive Statistics for Preparedness Ratings for Items on the GCDF Romania Task Survey 
Degree of Preparedness N Mean Std. D. 
Area of Competency: Helping Skills  
   
1. Informing clients about the career intervention process (e.g., types of 
interventions: career guidance, career development, career counseling, 
education, coaching, labor market information; stages: evaluation, goal 
setting, decision making, termination, follow-up, etc.) 
91 3.70 0.91 
2. Exploring clients’ and own expectations from the career intervention 
process. 
89 3.71 0.92 
3. Informing clients about career intervention processes (e.g., career 
counseling, career development, coaching, etc) in comparison to other 
helping processes/services (e.g., psychotherapy, etc.) 
90 3.86 0.91 
4. Using nonverbal communication skills (e.g., eye contact, body posture, 
gestures, facial expression, etc.) 
90 4.13 0.75 
5. Using coordination (e.g., open and closed questions, etc.) 89 3.97 0.76 
6. Using reflection (e.g., of content, feelings, meaning, etc.) 91 3.95 0.90 
7. Using challenging skills. 91 3.52 0.98 
8. Using summarization skills. 91 4.02 0.83 
9. Using acceptance, empathy and respect to build and maintain a trustful 
relationship with the client.  
91 4.35 0.79 
10. Supporting clients in setting short, medium and long term goals, by 
using: the results of the assessment process, clients’ presenting problems 
and clients’ transferable skills. 
91 3.92 0.85 
11. Following the next 3 steps in goal setting process: conceptualizing 
possibilities, choosing realistic possibilities, and turning them into viable 
goals. 
91 3.59 0.92 
12. Supporting clients to break down the career goals into specific 
behavioral objectives. 
91 3.65 0.86 
13. Motivating clients to achieve their objectives. 91 3.80 0.86 
14. Adapting career interventions to clients’ personality, presenting 
problems, and their resources. 
91 3.69 0.89 
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15. Using humanistic interventions (e.g., reflecting feelings, paraphrasing, 
challenging, etc.) to help clients exploring the feelings generated by their 
experiences. 
90 3.76 0.84 
16. Using cognitive interventions (e.g., educating clients about rational 
and irrational thinking, challenging clients’ irrational believes, etc.) to 
help clients explore their reasoning.  
88 3.59 1.00 
17. Using behavioral interventions (e.g., practicing new behaviors, role 
playing, etc.) to help clients identify, control, minimize and eliminate 
unproductive behaviors and learn adequate behaviors. 
91 3.68 0.96 
18. Using systemic interventions to support client in exploring the mutual 
impact between the socio-economic system and individuals.  
89 3.09 1.00 
19. Informing clients about the stages of informed decision making: 
awareness of the problem, self-evaluation, exploration, integration, 
commitment, implementation, and re-evaluation. 
90 3.84 0.90 
20. Providing homework to encourage clients’ active engagement in the 
career intervention process. 
91 4.07 0.92 
21. Educating clients to adapt the skills practiced in the career 
intervention process, to new life situations.  
91 3.52 0.95 
22. Monitoring clients’ initial expectations and goals along the career 
intervention process. 
91 3.67 0.96 
23. Preparing clients for termination. 91 3.49 0.91 
24. Following up with clients after termination. 89 3.83 0.92 
25. Being aware of personal values, strengths and weaknesses and 
understanding how these can affect your relationship with clients. 
90 4.01 0.85 
 
Area of Competency: Labor Market Information  
 
   
26. Informing clients about statistical data on the Romanian labor market.  90 3.24 1.09 
27. Informing clients about key concepts of the labor market (e.g., 
unemployment rate, etc.) 
91 3.33 1.04 
28. Informing clients about branches of economics in the career planning 
process. 
88 3.28 1.03 
29. Informing clients about different systems of classifications of 
occupations (e.g., Robert Reich, International Labor Organization, etc.) 
91 2.86 1.15 
30. Informing clients about the Romanian Classification of Occupations 
(COR; e.g., criteria, codes, etc.) in the career planning process. 
90 3.44 1.10 
31. Informing clients about the differences between occupation, trade, 
function and profession. 
91 3.91 1.07 
32. Informing clients on policies and trends in the global labor market. 91 3.18 1.14 
33. Informing clients on policies and trends in the European labor market. 91 2.97 1.10 
34. Informing clients about labor market legislation and policies in 91 3.37 1.08 
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Romania. 
35. Informing clients about labor market institutions in Romania (e.g., 
ANOFM, MMFES, etc.) 
91 3.60 1.03 
 
Area of Competency: Assessment  
 
   
36. Informing clients about the importance of ongoing assessment (i.e., 
exploring needs, resources, obstacles, goals and decisions, etc.) 
throughout the career intervention process. 
90 3.71 1.01 
37. Using the intake interview to collect information about clients (e.g., 
demographic data, presenting problem, client’s lifestyle, family history, 
educational and professional background, etc.) 
91 4.21 0.86 
38. Identifying clients’ transferable skills. 90 4.03 1.00 
39. Explaining to clients the differences between the following concepts: 
competency, ability, talent and aptitude. 
90 4.03 1.02 
40. Using formal/standardized instruments to measure clients’ aptitudes, 
personality, interests, etc. 
91 3.49 1.17 
41. Using informal instruments to assess clients’ values, preferences, 
strengths and weaknesses, etc. 
91 3.93 0.93 
42. Selecting appropriate assessment instruments to respond to each 
client’s career needs. 
91 3.69 0.99 
43. Verifying the technical characteristics of the instruments (e.g., 
reliability, validity, norms, etc.) 
91 3.02 1.13 
44. Informing clients about the administered instruments.  90 3.93 1.00 
45. Interpreting the results of the assessment process and discussing them 
with clients. 
90 3.91 1.03 
46. Developing a written report based on the results of the evaluation 
process and using it for a written plan of action that may include: 
objectives, decisions, etc. 
91 3.73 1.09 
47. Supporting clients in the auto-evaluation process (e.g., clients identify 
their values, abilities, personality traits, etc.) 
91 3.98 0.94 
48. Demonstrating awareness about situations and phenomena that can 
affect objectivity in the assessment process. 
90 3.76 0.94 
49. Identifying clients’ decision making style and discussing it with them. 91 3.75 0.97 
50. Identifying the obstacles that affect the decision making process (e.g., 
financial situation, level of skills, needs, motivation, etc.) 
91 4.02 0.82 
51. Assessing clients’ resources in the decision making process. 90 3.72 0.94 
52. Using the 4S Transition Model in assessing clients’ situation, self, 
existing supports and strategies to respond to the transition. 
91 3.58 1.18 
53. Using the DECIDES model for systematic analysis of clients’ 
problems and for decision making. 
90 3.42 1.25 
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54. Using the Six Thinking Hats (Edward de Bono) for systematic 
analysis of clients’ problems and for decision making. 
90 3.53 1.29 
55. Using SWOT analysis to support clients in making decisions. 90 4.29 0.85 
56. Using RUMBAS method to support clients in making decisions. 91 3.34 1.38 
Area of Competency: Diverse Populations  
   
57. Considering multicultural factors (e.g., culture, race, ethnicity, social 
class, age, sex, religion, etc.) that may influence the career intervention 
process. 
90 4.03 0.92 
58. Exploring and being aware of own values and biases in regard to 
diversity and multicultural issues.  
91 3.87 1.05 
59. Being aware of the characteristics of certain social and ethnic groups 
(e.g., values, beliefs, communication style, traditions and customs, etc.) 
89 3.45 1.03 
60. Adapting certain skills and techniques in the career intervention 
process, to clients’ multicultural characteristics.  
91 3.45 1.02 
 
Area of Competency: Ethical and Legal Issues   
 
   
61. Informing clients about their rights and obligations in the career 
intervention process. 
91 4.18 0.95 
62. Informing clients about the aspects pertaining to the confidentiality of 
the career intervention process.  
91 4.63 0.64 
63. Informing clients about: the areas of expertise and professional 
experience (GCDF, other certifications, etc.), the type of services offered, 
and the populations served.  
90 4.22 0.97 
64. Informing clients about the rules concerning the career intervention 
process (e.g., duration of session, materials provided, payment fee, etc.) 
91 4.25 0.94 
65. Consulting other professionals when situations that occur in the career 
intervention process are beyond GCDFs’ areas of expertise (e.g., labor 
market specialists, psychologists, psychiatrists, professors, lawyers, etc.) 
90 4.02 1.01 
66. Referring clients to appropriate services for their needs  (e.g., 
psychotherapy, psychiatric counseling, etc.) when they are beyond the 
GCDF’s areas of competency. 
91 4.18 1.02 
67. Identifying ethical problems. 91 3.99 0.97 
68. Consulting the GCDF Code of Ethics. 91 4.07 0.96 
69. Consulting other Code of Ethics in the counseling field (e.g., 
American Counseling Association Code of Ethics, National Career 
Development Association Code of Ethics, The Code of Ethics and 
Standards of Quality in Career Counseling developed by the Romanian 
Institute for Education Sciences, etc.) 
91 3.20 1.23 
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70. Storing clients’ files (e.g., worksheets, assessment results, intake 
forms, disclosure statements, progress notes, etc.) in a secure place. 
91 4.31 0.94 
71. Reporting ethical situations to NBCC Romania.  91 3.33 1.30 
72. Knowing the laws and policies pertaining to minority groups and 
groups with special needs.  
90 3.06 1.23 
 
Area of Competency: Career Development Models    
 
   
73. Informing clients about the theoretical orientation and about the 
strategies used in the career intervention process. 
91 3.79 1.02 
74. Using the Trait and Factor Theory (i.e., assessing strengths and 
weaknesses, exploring job availability on the labor market, and applying 
strategies to make an appropriate career decision) in the career 
intervention process. 
91 3.56 1.19 
75. Using Holland’s Vocational Decision Theory (i.e., identifying one of 
the 6 personality types, assessing the vocational interests according to the 
personality type) in the career intervention process. 
91 4.10 0.96 
76. Using the Socio-Economic Theory (i.e., exploring the culture, the 
family, the socio-economic conditions and the other external factors that 
can influence clients’ self-image, identity, social status and career) in the 
career intervention process. 
88 3.44 1.04 
77. Using Super’s life-career rainbow/lifespan theory (i.e., analyzing the 
5 developmental stages characterized by unique responsibilities and roles) 
in the career intervention process. 
90 2.90 1.20 
78. Using Krumboltz’ Social Learning Theory (i.e., analyzing the 
following elements that influence career decisions: genetic inheritance, 
special skills, environment, learning experiences, and ability to solve 
tasks influence career decisions) in the career intervention process. 
90 3.31 1.19 
79. Using Gellat’s Positive Uncertainty Theory (i.e., uncertainty about 
future can be an opportunity for client, etc.) to encourage clients’ 
flexibility in the decision making process. 
91 3.02 1.27 
80. Using Cognitive Theories (e.g., the career decision process is based 
on information about the client about the labor market, etc.) in the career 
intervention process. 
91 3.60 1.01 
81. Using Humanistic and Holistic Theories (i.e., career includes work, 
education, leisure activities, etc.) 
90 3.74 1.03 
82. Using Maslow’s hierarchy of needs in the career intervention process. 89 3.94 1.02 
 
Area of Competency: Employability Skills   
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83. Educating clients about time management (i.e., organizing, 
prioritizing and planning) and supporting them in identifying strategies 
that fits their personal style. 
90 4.02 0.96 
84. Educating clients on job search strategies (e.g., identify employers, 
networking, etc.) 
90 4.04 0.99 
85. Educating clients about the employment portfolio. 90 4.18 0.94 
86. Educating clients about the Europass portfolio. 89 4.00 1.18 
87. Assisting clients in developing their Curriculum Vitae. 90 4.47 0.72 
88. Assisting clients in writing cover letters. 89 4.25 0.90 
89. Assisting clients in writing thank you letters. 90 4.01 1.02 
90. Educating clients about the recruitment and selection processes. 90 4.03 1.02 
91. Educates clients about job interviews (i.e., structure, rules, types). 90 4.16 0.94 
92. Educates clients about strategies for managing stress related to job 
interview. 
90 3.91 0.97 
 
Area of Competency: Training Clients and Peers  
 
   
93. Designing, developing, and delivering training to respond to clients’ 
career needs.  
90 3.58 1.15 
94. Educating clients about the difference between informal and formal 
training. 
90 3.48 1.18 
95. Understanding adult learning specifics and implementing them in 
training programs. 
90 3.69 1.11 
96. Exploring training programs, available on the market, that fits clients’ 
career development needs. 
90 3.40 1.13 
97. Developing career development programs for individuals (e.g., 
students, adults, etc.) 
89 3.52 1.13 
98. Developing career development programs for organizations. 89 2.76 1.38 
99. Applying training and development models when providing training 
and consultancy for organizations (i.e., performance model, learning 
model, strategic model). 
89 2.70 1.33 
 
Area of Competency: Program Management and Implementation  
 
   
100. Providing clients with the intake forms needed in the career 
intervention process.   
89 3.49 1.22 
101. Organizing the office space for individual/group sessions in a 
manner that guarantees confidentiality and comfort. 
90 4.31 0.91 
 
Area of Competency: Promotion and Public Relations  
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102. Planning promotion activities (e.g., defining services targeted 
towards certain populations, researching the market, etc.) 
90 3.52 1.12 
103. Presenting services to potential clients through brochures, internet, 
media, events, etc. 
89 3.66 1.10 
104. Evaluating the impact of promotion campaigns and using this data in 
future activities. 
89 3.02 1.22 
 
Area of Competency: Technology 
 
   
105. Operating computer programs, systems, and data bases to support 
the career intervention process, and educating clients about them. 
90 3.48 1.19 
106. Locating necessary resources for the career intervention process 
(e.g., legislation, job postings, etc) on the Internet. 
90 4.06 0.98 
107. Using audio-visual support in training and presentations. 88 4.01 1.08 
 
Area of Competency: Supervision 
 
   
108. Identifying situations for which you need supervision. 90 3.72 1.07 
109. Seeking supervision from a GCDF supervisor as needed (e.g., ethical 
dilemmas, difficult cases, when needing reassurance, etc.) 
89 3.46 1.23 
110. Contacting other colleagues GCDF, regularly, to ask for consultation 
and peer supervision.  
89 3.55 1.21 
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Appendix I: Descriptive Statistics for Frequency Ratings for Items on  
the GCDF Romania Task Survey 
Table I1 
Descriptive Statistics for Frequency Ratings for Items on the GCDF Romania Task Survey 
Degree of Frequency  N Mean Std. D. 
Area of Competency: Helping Skills   
   
1. Informing clients about the career intervention process (e.g., types 
of interventions: career guidance, career development, career 
counseling, education, coaching, labor market information; stages: 
evaluation, goal setting, decision making, termination, follow-up, 
etc.) 
90 3.33 1.10 
2. Exploring clients’ and own expectations from the career 
intervention process. 
88 3.45 1.19 
3. Informing clients about career intervention processes (e.g., career 
counseling, career development, coaching, etc) in comparison to 
other helping processes/services (e.g., psychotherapy, etc.) 
90 3.18 1.13 
4. Using nonverbal communication skills (e.g., eye contact, body 
posture, gestures, facial expression, etc.) 
90 4.11 1.09 
5. Using coordination (e.g., open and closed questions, etc.) 89 3.80 1.08 
6. Using reflection (e.g., of content, feelings, meaning, etc.) 91 3.88 1.11 
7. Using challenging skills. 91 3.32 1.09 
8. Using summarization skills. 91 3.91 1.14 
9. Using acceptance, empathy and respect to build and maintain a 
trustful relationship with the client.  
91 4.18 1.09 
10. Supporting clients in setting short, medium and long term goals, 
by using: the results of the assessment process, clients’ presenting 
problems and clients’ transferable skills. 
91 3.78 1.10 
11. Following the next 3 steps in goal setting process: 
conceptualizing possibilities, choosing realistic possibilities, and 
turning them into viable goals. 
91 3.38 1.07 
12. Supporting clients to break down the career goals into specific 
behavioral objectives. 
91 3.42 1.04 
13. Motivating clients to achieve their objectives. 90 3.76 1.05 
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14. Adapting career interventions to clients’ personality, presenting 
problems, and their resources. 
91 3.60 1.15 
15. Using humanistic interventions (e.g., reflecting feelings, 
paraphrasing, challenging, etc.) to help clients exploring the feelings 
generated by their experiences. 
90 3.56 1.06 
16. Using cognitive interventions (e.g., educating clients about 
rational and irrational thinking, challenging clients’ irrational 
believes, etc.) to help clients explore their reasoning.  
88 3.30 1.15 
17. Using behavioral interventions (e.g., practicing new behaviors, 
role playing, etc.) to help clients identify, control, minimize and 
eliminate unproductive behaviors and learn adequate behaviors. 
91 3.40 1.22 
18. Using systemic interventions to support client in exploring the 
mutual impact between the socio-economic system and individuals.  
89 2.92 1.10 
19. Informing clients about the stages of informed decision making: 
awareness of the problem, self-evaluation, exploration, integration, 
commitment, implementation, and re-evaluation. 
90 3.58 1.13 
20. Providing homework to encourage clients’ active engagement in 
the career intervention process. 
91 3.58 1.23 
21. Educating clients to adapt the skills practiced in the career 
intervention process, to new life situations.  
90 3.23 1.15 
22. Monitoring clients’ initial expectations and goals along the 
career intervention process. 
91 3.35 1.11 
23. Preparing clients for termination. 90 3.34 1.18 
24. Following up with clients after termination. 89 3.43 1.15 
25. Being aware of personal values, strengths and weaknesses and 
understanding how these can affect your relationship with clients. 
90 3.89 1.13 
 
Area of Competency: Labor Market Information  
 
   
26. Informing clients about statistical data on the Romanian labor 
market.  
90 2.97 1.18 
27. Informing clients about key concepts of the labor market (e.g., 
unemployment rate, etc.) 
91 2.87 1.08 
28. Informing clients about branches of economics in the career 
planning process. 
88 2.90 1.20 
29. Informing clients about different systems of classifications of 
occupations (e.g., Robert Reich, International Labor Organization, 
etc.) 
91 2.40 1.21 
30. Informing clients about the Romanian Classification of 
Occupations (COR; e.g., criteria, codes, etc.) in the career planning 
process. 
90 2.81 1.23 
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31. Informing clients about the differences between occupation, 
trade, function and profession. 
91 3.20 1.23 
32. Informing clients on policies and trends in the global labor 
market. 
91 2.73 1.25 
33. Informing clients on policies and trends in the European labor 
market. 
91 2.66 1.26 
34. Informing clients about labor market legislation and policies in 
Romania. 
91 3.20 1.22 
35. Informing clients about labor market institutions in Romania 
(e.g., ANOFM, MMFES, etc.) 
91 3.07 1.11 
 
Area of Competency: Assessment  
 
   
36. Informing clients about the importance of ongoing assessment 
(i.e., exploring needs, resources, obstacles, goals and decisions, etc.) 
throughout the career intervention process. 
90 3.38 1.27 
37. Using the intake interview to collect information about clients 
(e.g., demographic data, presenting problem, client’s lifestyle, family 
history, educational and professional background, etc.) 
90 3.90 1.25 
38. Identifying clients’ transferable skills. 90 3.87 1.21 
39. Explaining to clients the differences between the following 
concepts: competency, ability, talent and aptitude. 
90 3.50 1.32 
40. Using formal/standardized instruments to measure clients’ 
aptitudes, personality, interests, etc. 
90 3.20 1.33 
41. Using informal instruments to assess clients’ values, preferences, 
strengths and weaknesses, etc. 
91 3.71 1.25 
42. Selecting appropriate assessment instruments to respond to each 
client’s career needs. 
91 3.55 1.25 
43. Verifying the technical characteristics of the instruments (e.g., 
reliability, validity, norms, etc.) 
91 2.79 1.33 
44. Informing clients about the administered instruments.  89 3.64 1.32 
45. Interpreting the results of the assessment process and discussing 
them with clients. 
90 3.84 1.30 
46. Developing a written report based on the results of the evaluation 
process and using it for a written plan of action that may include: 
objectives, decisions, etc. 
90 3.42 1.30 
47. Supporting clients in the auto-evaluation process (e.g., clients 
identify their values, abilities, personality traits, etc.) 
91 3.80 1.24 
48. Demonstrating awareness about situations and phenomena that 
can affect objectivity in the assessment process. 
90 3.33 1.14 
49. Identifying clients’ decision making style and discussing it with 
them. 
91 3.52 1.21 
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50. Identifying the obstacles that affect the decision making process 
(e.g., financial situation, level of skills, needs, motivation, etc.) 
91 3.78 1.20 
51. Assessing clients’ resources in the decision making process. 90 3.68 1.17 
52. Using the 4S Transition Model in assessing clients’ situation, 
self, existing supports and strategies to respond to the transition. 
90 3.07 1.31 
53. Using the DECIDES model for systematic analysis of clients’ 
problems and for decision making. 
90 2.90 1.20 
54. Using the Six Thinking Hats (Edward de Bono) for systematic 
analysis of clients’ problems and for decision making. 
90 2.86 1.27 
55. Using SWOT analysis to support clients in making decisions. 90 3.82 1.15 
56. Using RUMBAS method to support clients in making decisions. 91 2.99 1.45 
Area of Competency: Diverse Populations  
   
57. Considering multicultural factors  (e.g., culture, race, ethnicity, 
social class, age, sex, religion, etc.) that may influence the career 
intervention process. 
90 3.62 1.32 
58. Exploring and being aware of own values and biases in regard to 
diversity and multicultural issues.  
91 3.55 1.32 
59. Being aware of the characteristics of certain social and ethnic 
groups (e.g., values, beliefs, communication style, traditions and 
customs, etc.) 
89 3.15 1.29 
60. Adapting certain skills and techniques in the career intervention 
process, to clients’ multicultural characteristics.  
91 3.19 1.31 
 
Area of Competency: Ethical and Legal Issues   
 
   
61. Informing clients about their rights and obligations in the career 
intervention process. 
91 3.92 1.28 
62. Informing clients about the aspects pertaining to the 
confidentiality of the career intervention process.  
91 4.30 1.19 
63. Informing clients about: the areas of expertise and professional 
experience (GCDF, other certifications, etc.), the type of services 
offered, and the populations served.  
90 3.73 1.36 
64. Informing clients about the rules concerning the career 
intervention process (e.g., duration of session, materials provided, 
payment fee, etc.) 
91 3.95 1.28 
65. Consulting other professionals when situations that occur in the 
career intervention process are beyond GCDFs’ areas of expertise 
(e.g., labor market specialists, psychologists, psychiatrists, 
professors, lawyers, etc.) 
89 3.46 1.43 
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66. Referring clients to appropriate services for their needs  (e.g., 
psychotherapy, psychiatric counseling, etc.) when they are beyond 
the GCDF’s areas of competency. 
91 3.38 1.50 
67. Identifying ethical problems. 91 3.54 1.38 
68. Consulting the GCDF Code of Ethics. 90 3.46 1.33 
69. Consulting other Code of Ethics in the counseling field (e.g., 
American Counseling Association Code of Ethics, National Career 
Development Association Code of Ethics, The Code of Ethics and 
Standards of Quality in Career Counseling developed by the 
Romanian Institute for Education Sciences, etc.) 
91 2.73 1.30 
70. Storing clients’ files (e.g., worksheets, assessment results, intake 
forms, disclosure statements, progress notes, etc.) in a secure place. 
91 4.16 1.22 
71. Reporting ethical situations to NBCC Romania.  90 2.11 1.39 
72. Knowing the laws and policies pertaining to minority groups and 
groups with special needs.  
90 2.67 1.43 
 
Area of Competency: Career Development Models    
 
   
73. Informing clients about the theoretical orientation and about the 
strategies used in the career intervention process. 
91 3.02 1.27 
74. Using the Trait and Factor Theory (i.e., assessing strengths and 
weaknesses, exploring job availability on the labor market, and 
applying strategies to make an appropriate career decision) in the 
career intervention process. 
91 3.09 1.31 
75. Using Holland’s Vocational Decision Theory (i.e., identifying 
one of the 6 personality types, assessing the vocational interests 
according to the personality type) in the career intervention process. 
91 3.60 1.36 
76. Using the Socio-Economic Theory (i.e., exploring the culture, 
the family, the socio-economic conditions and the other external 
factors that can influence clients’ self-image, identity, social status 
and career) in the career intervention process. 
88 3.11 1.24 
77. Using Super’s life-career rainbow/lifespan theory (i.e., analyzing 
the 5 developmental stages characterized by unique responsibilities 
and roles) in the career intervention process. 
90 2.36 1.23 
78. Using Krumboltz’ Social Learning Theory (i.e., analyzing the 
following elements that influence career decisions: genetic 
inheritance, special skills, environment, learning experiences, and 
ability to solve tasks influence career decisions) in the career 
intervention process. 
90 2.83 1.24 
79. Using Gellat’s Positive Uncertainty Theory (i.e., uncertainty 
about future can be an opportunity for client, etc.) to encourage 
clients’ flexibility in the decision making process. 
91 2.62 1.28 
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80. Using Cognitive Theories (e.g., the career decision process is 
based on information about the client about the labor market, etc.) in 
the career intervention process. 
91 3.27 1.08 
81. Using Humanistic and Holistic Theories (i.e., career includes 
work, education, leisure activities, etc.) 
90 3.57 1.18 
82. Using Maslow’s hierarchy of needs in the career intervention 
process. 
90 3.26 1.27 
 
Area of Competency: Employability Skills   
 
   
83. Educating clients about time management (i.e., organizing, 
prioritizing and planning) and supporting them in identifying 
strategies that fits their personal style. 
90 3.73 1.25 
84. Educating clients on job search strategies (e.g., identify 
employers, networking, etc.) 
90 3.70 1.26 
85. Educating clients about the employment portfolio. 90 3.80 1.27 
86. Educating clients about the Europass portfolio. 88 3.51 1.49 
87. Assisting clients in developing their Curriculum Vitae. 89 3.90 1.29 
88. Assisting clients in writing cover letters. 88 3.58 1.32 
89. Assisting clients in writing thank you letters. 90 3.13 1.45 
90. Educating clients about the recruitment and selection processes. 90 3.57 1.37 
91. Educates clients about job interviews (i.e., structure, rules, 
types). 
90 3.68 1.30 
92. Educates clients about strategies for managing stress related to 
job interview. 
89 3.53 1.21 
 
Area of Competency: Training Clients and Peers  
 
   
93. Designing, developing, and delivering training to respond to 
clients’ career needs.  
90 3.03 1.42 
94. Educating clients about the difference between informal and 
formal training. 
90 2.80 1.41 
95. Understanding adult learning specifics and implementing them in 
training programs. 
90 3.24 1.33 
96. Exploring training programs, available on the market, that fits 
clients’ career development needs. 
89 2.93 1.33 
97. Developing career development programs for individuals (e.g., 
students, adults, etc.) 
89 3.16 1.37 
98. Developing career development programs for organizations. 89 2.22 1.36 
99. Applying training and development models when providing 
training and consultancy for organizations (i.e., performance model, 
learning model, strategic model). 
88 2.24 1.37 
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Area of Competency: Program Management and Implementation  
 
   
100. Providing clients with the intake forms needed in the career 
intervention process.   
89 3.12 1.46 
101. Organizing the office space for individual/group sessions in a 
manner that guarantees confidentiality and comfort. 
90 3.98 1.28 
 
Area of Competency: Promotion and Public Relations  
 
   
102. Planning promotion activities (e.g., defining services targeted 
towards certain populations, researching the market, etc.) 
90 2.98 1.36 
103. Presenting services to potential clients through brochures, 
internet, media, events, etc. 
90 2.91 1.47 
104. Evaluating the impact of promotion campaigns and using this 
data in future activities. 
89 2.57 1.34 
 
Area of Competency: Technology 
 
   
105. Operating computer programs, systems, and data bases to 
support the career intervention process, and educating clients about 
them. 
89 2.98 1.27 
106. Locating necessary resources for the career intervention process 
(e.g., legislation, job postings, etc) on the Internet. 
90 3.62 1.31 
107. Using audio-visual support in training and presentations. 88 3.49 1.41 
 
Area of Competency: Supervision 
 
   
108. Identifying situations for which you need supervision. 90 2.98 1.25 
109. Seeking supervision from a GCDF supervisor as needed (e.g., 
ethical dilemmas, difficult cases, when needing reassurance, etc.) 
89 2.33 1.26 
110. Contacting other colleagues GCDF, regularly, to ask for 
consultation and peer supervision.  
90 2.79 1.29 
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Appendix J: Descriptive Statistics for Importance Ratings for Items on  
the GCDF Romania Task Survey 
Table J1  
Descriptive Statistics for Importance Ratings for Items on the GCDF Romania Task Survey 
Degree of Importance  N Mean Std. D 
Area of Competency: Helping Skills  
   
1. Informing clients about the career intervention process (e.g., types of 
interventions: career guidance, career development, career counseling, 
education, coaching, labor market information; stages: evaluation, goal 
setting, decision making, termination, follow-up, etc.) 
90 4.39 0.86 
2. Exploring clients’ and own expectations from the career intervention 
process. 
89 4.42 0.88 
3. Informing clients about career intervention processes (e.g., career 
counseling, career development, coaching, etc) in comparison to other 
helping processes/services (e.g., psychotherapy, etc.) 
91 4.15 0.89 
4. Using nonverbal communication skills (e.g., eye contact, body 
posture, gestures, facial expression, etc.) 
90 4.71 0.59 
5. Using coordination (e.g., open and closed questions, etc.) 88 4.33 0.77 
6. Using reflection (e.g., of content, feelings, meaning, etc.) 91 4.51 0.77 
7. Using challenging skills. 88 4.09 0.92 
8. Using summarization skills. 91 4.47 0.78 
9. Using acceptance, empathy and respect to build and maintain a 
trustful relationship with the client.  
89 4.71 0.55 
10. Supporting clients in setting short, medium and long term goals, by 
using: the results of the assessment process, clients’ presenting problems 
and clients’ transferable skills. 
91 4.51 0.75 
11. Following the next 3 steps in goal setting process: conceptualizing 
possibilities, choosing realistic possibilities, and turning them into viable 
goals. 
90 4.34 0.86 
12. Supporting clients to break down the career goals into specific 
behavioral objectives. 
91 4.38 0.83 
13. Motivating clients to achieve their objectives. 91 4.52 0.82 
14. Adapting career interventions to clients’ personality, presenting 
problems, and their resources. 
90 4.48 0.75 
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15. Using humanistic interventions (e.g., reflecting feelings, 
paraphrasing, challenging, etc.) to help clients exploring the feelings 
generated by their experiences. 
90 4.39 0.73 
16. Using cognitive interventions (e.g., educating clients about rational 
and irrational thinking, challenging clients’ irrational believes, etc.) to 
help clients explore their reasoning.  
87 4.14 0.89 
17. Using behavioral interventions (e.g., practicing new behaviors, role 
playing, etc.) to help clients identify, control, minimize and eliminate 
unproductive behaviors and learn adequate behaviors. 
90 4.21 0.81 
18. Using systemic interventions to support client in exploring the 
mutual impact between the socio-economic system and individuals.  
89 3.90 0.95 
19. Informing clients about the stages of informed decision making: 
awareness of the problem, self-evaluation, exploration, integration, 
commitment, implementation, and re-evaluation. 
90 4.34 0.84 
20. Providing homework to encourage clients’ active engagement in the 
career intervention process. 
91 4.31 0.89 
21. Educating clients to adapt the skills practiced in the career 
intervention process, to new life situations.  
91 4.26 0.89 
22. Monitoring clients’ initial expectations and goals along the career 
intervention process. 
91 4.19 0.95 
23. Preparing clients for termination. 89 4.20 0.93 
24. Following up with clients after termination. 90 4.02 1.02 
25. Being aware of personal values, strengths and weaknesses and 
understanding how these can affect your relationship with clients. 
90 4.59 0.78 
 
Area of Competency: Labor Market Information  
 
   
26. Informing clients about statistical data on the Romanian labor 
market.  
90 3.99 1.02 
27. Informing clients about key concepts of the labor market (e.g., 
unemployment rate, etc.) 
91 3.79 1.07 
28. Informing clients about branches of economics in the career 
planning process. 
88 3.84 0.99 
29. Informing clients about different systems of classifications of 
occupations (e.g., Robert Reich, International Labor Organization, etc.) 
89 3.35 1.27 
30. Informing clients about the Romanian Classification of Occupations 
(COR; e.g., criteria, codes, etc.) in the career planning process. 
91 3.66 1.16 
31. Informing clients about the differences between occupation, trade, 
function and profession. 
91 3.86 1.16 
32. Informing clients on policies and trends in the global labor market. 90 3.76 1.02 
33. Informing clients on policies and trends in the European labor 
market. 
90 3.70 1.09 
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34. Informing clients about labor market legislation and policies in 
Romania. 
90 4.03 0.97 
35. Informing clients about labor market institutions in Romania (e.g., 
ANOFM, MMFES, etc.) 
91 3.88 0.99 
 
Area of Competency: Assessment  
 
   
36. Informing clients about the importance of ongoing assessment (i.e., 
exploring needs, resources, obstacles, goals and decisions, etc.) 
throughout the career intervention process. 
89 4.20 0.98 
37. Using the intake interview to collect information about clients (e.g., 
demographic data, presenting problem, client’s lifestyle, family history, 
educational and professional background, etc.) 
91 4.54 0.82 
38. Identifying clients’ transferable skills. 90 4.58 0.79 
39. Explaining to clients the differences between the following concepts: 
competency, ability, talent and aptitude. 
90 4.23 1.01 
40. Using formal/standardized instruments to measure clients’ aptitudes, 
personality, interests, etc. 
91 4.12 1.01 
41. Using informal instruments to assess clients’ values, preferences, 
strengths and weaknesses, etc. 
91 4.22 0.92 
42. Selecting appropriate assessment instruments to respond to each 
client’s career needs. 
91 4.47 0.83 
43. Verifying the technical characteristics of the instruments (e.g., 
reliability, validity, norms, etc.) 
91 3.99 1.08 
44. Informing clients about the administered instruments.  89 4.15 1.04 
45. Interpreting the results of the assessment process and discussing 
them with clients. 
90 4.47 0.93 
46. Developing a written report based on the results of the evaluation 
process and using it for a written plan of action that may include: 
objectives, decisions, etc. 
89 4.33 0.93 
47. Supporting clients in the auto-evaluation process (e.g., clients 
identify their values, abilities, personality traits, etc.) 
91 4.47 0.87 
48. Demonstrating awareness about situations and phenomena that can 
affect objectivity in the assessment process. 
90 4.24 0.94 
49. Identifying clients’ decision making style and discussing it with 
them. 
90 4.37 0.88 
50. Identifying the obstacles that affect the decision making process 
(e.g., financial situation, level of skills, needs, motivation, etc.) 
91 4.43 0.83 
51. Assessing clients’ resources in the decision making process. 88 4.30 0.89 
52. Using the 4S Transition Model in assessing clients’ situation, self, 
existing supports and strategies to respond to the transition. 
91 4.03 1.15 
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53. Using the DECIDES model for systematic analysis of clients’ 
problems and for decision making. 
89 3.98 1.09 
54. Using the Six Thinking Hats (Edward de Bono) for systematic 
analysis of clients’ problems and for decision making. 
90 3.81 1.13 
55. Using SWOT analysis to support clients in making decisions. 90 4.41 0.86 
56. Using RUMBAS method to support clients in making decisions. 90 3.92 1.26 
Area of Competency: Diverse Populations  
   
57. Considering multicultural factors  (e.g., culture, race, ethnicity, 
social class, age, sex, religion, etc.) that may influence the career 
intervention process. 
90 4.37 0.88 
58. Exploring and being aware of own values and biases in regard to 
diversity and multicultural issues.  
90 4.30 0.94 
59. Being aware of the characteristics of certain social and ethnic groups 
(e.g., values, beliefs, communication style, traditions and customs, etc.) 
88 4.17 0.96 
60. Adapting certain skills and techniques in the career intervention 
process, to clients’ multicultural characteristics.  
91 4.15 0.95 
 
Area of Competency: Ethical and Legal Issues   
 
   
61. Informing clients about their rights and obligations in the career 
intervention process. 
90 4.50 0.84 
62. Informing clients about the aspects pertaining to the confidentiality 
of the career intervention process.  
91 4.68 0.80 
63. Informing clients about: the areas of expertise and professional 
experience (GCDF, other certifications, etc.), the type of services 
offered, and the populations served.  
89 4.20 1.01 
64. Informing clients about the rules concerning the career intervention 
process (e.g., duration of session, materials provided, payment fee, etc.) 
90 4.40 0.87 
65. Consulting other professionals when situations that occur in the 
career intervention process are beyond GCDFs’ areas of expertise (e.g., 
labor market specialists, psychologists, psychiatrists, professors, 
lawyers, etc.) 
89 4.46 0.91 
66. Referring clients to appropriate services for their needs  (e.g., 
psychotherapy, psychiatric counseling, etc.) when they are beyond the 
GCDF’s areas of competency. 
91 4.60 0.80 
67. Identifying ethical problems. 91 4.49 0.83 
68. Consulting the GCDF Code of Ethics. 90 4.53 0.86 
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69. Consulting other Code of Ethics in the counseling field (e.g., 
American Counseling Association Code of Ethics, National Career 
Development Association Code of Ethics, The Code of Ethics and 
Standards of Quality in Career Counseling developed by the Romanian 
Institute for Education Sciences, etc.) 
90 4.00 1.16 
70. Storing clients’ files (e.g., worksheets, assessment results, intake 
forms, disclosure statements, progress notes, etc.) in a secure place. 
91 4.64 0.77 
71. Reporting ethical situations to NBCC Romania.  91 4.22 1.07 
72. Knowing the laws and policies pertaining to minority groups and 
groups with special needs.  
90 4.16 1.09 
 
Area of Competency: Career Development Models    
 
   
73. Informing clients about the theoretical orientation and about the 
strategies used in the career intervention process. 
91 3.67 1.19 
74. Using the Trait and Factor Theory (i.e., assessing strengths and 
weaknesses, exploring job availability on the labor market, and applying 
strategies to make an appropriate career decision) in the career 
intervention process. 
91 3.97 1.10 
75. Using Holland’s Vocational Decision Theory (i.e., identifying one of 
the 6 personality types, assessing the vocational interests according to 
the personality type) in the career intervention process. 
91 4.26 0.93 
76. Using the Socio-Economic Theory (i.e., exploring the culture, the 
family, the socio-economic conditions and the other external factors that 
can influence clients’ self-image, identity, social status and career) in the 
career intervention process. 
88 4.01 1.03 
77. Using Super’s life-career rainbow/lifespan theory (i.e., analyzing the 
5 developmental stages characterized by unique responsibilities and 
roles) in the career intervention process. 
89 3.62 1.16 
78. Using Krumboltz’ Social Learning Theory (i.e., analyzing the 
following elements that influence career decisions: genetic inheritance, 
special skills, environment, learning experiences, and ability to solve 
tasks influence career decisions) in the career intervention process. 
90 3.80 1.12 
79. Using Gellat’s Positive Uncertainty Theory (i.e., uncertainty about 
future can be an opportunity for client, etc.) to encourage clients’ 
flexibility in the decision making process. 
89 3.78 1.14 
80. Using Cognitive Theories (e.g., the career decision process is based 
on information about the client about the labor market, etc.) in the career 
intervention process. 
91 4.09 0.89 
81. Using Humanistic and Holistic Theories (i.e., career includes work, 
education, leisure activities, etc.) 
88 4.28 0.93 
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82. Using Maslow’s hierarchy of needs in the career intervention 
process. 
90 3.97 1.08 
 
Area of Competency: Employability Skills   
 
   
83. Educating clients about time management (i.e., organizing, 
prioritizing and planning) and supporting them in identifying strategies 
that fits their personal style. 
90 4.40 0.87 
84. Educating clients on job search strategies (e.g., identify employers, 
networking, etc.) 
90 4.47 0.91 
85. Educating clients about the employment portfolio. 90 4.46 0.90 
86. Educating clients about the Europass portfolio. 88 4.20 1.10 
87. Assisting clients in developing their Curriculum Vitae. 89 4.51 0.85 
88. Assisting clients in writing cover letters. 89 4.31 0.94 
89. Assisting clients in writing thank you letters. 90 3.97 1.18 
90. Educating clients about the recruitment and selection processes. 88 4.31 0.99 
91. Educates clients about job interviews (i.e., structure, rules, types). 89 4.47 0.83 
92. Educates clients about strategies for managing stress related to job 
interview. 
90 4.31 0.86 
 
Area of Competency: Training Clients and Peers  
 
   
93. Designing, developing, and delivering training to respond to clients’ 
career needs.  
90 4.29 0.91 
94. Educating clients about the difference between informal and formal 
training. 
89 3.76 1.22 
95. Understanding adult learning specifics and implementing them in 
training programs. 
90 4.11 0.98 
96. Exploring training programs, available on the market, that fits 
clients’ career development needs. 
90 4.07 0.96 
97. Developing career development programs for individuals (e.g., 
students, adults, etc.) 
89 4.22 0.94 
98. Developing career development programs for organizations. 89 3.97 1.18 
99. Applying training and development models when providing training 
and consultancy for organizations (i.e., performance model, learning 
model, strategic model). 
88 3.81 1.20 
 
Area of Competency: Program Management and Implementation  
 
   
100. Providing clients with the intake forms needed in the career 
intervention process.   
89 3.98 1.06 
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101. Organizing the office space for individual/group sessions in a 
manner that guarantees confidentiality and comfort. 
90 4.58 0.72 
 
Area of Competency: Promotion and Public Relations  
 
   
102. Planning promotion activities (e.g., defining services targeted 
towards certain populations, researching the market, etc.) 
90 4.20 1.02 
103. Presenting services to potential clients through brochures, internet, 
media, events, etc. 
90 4.22 1.03 
104. Evaluating the impact of promotion campaigns and using this data 
in future activities. 
88 3.95 1.07 
 
Area of Competency: Technology 
 
   
105. Operating computer programs, systems, and data bases to support 
the career intervention process, and educating clients about them. 
90 3.94 0.99 
106. Locating necessary resources for the career intervention process 
(e.g., legislation, job postings, etc) on the Internet. 
90 4.32 0.97 
107. Using audio-visual support in training and presentations. 85 4.32 0.97 
 
Area of Competency: Supervision 
 
   
108. Identifying situations for which you need supervision. 90 4.40 0.92 
109. Seeking supervision from a GCDF supervisor as needed (e.g., 
ethical dilemmas, difficult cases, when needing reassurance, etc.) 
88 4.42 0.93 
110. Contacting other colleagues GCDF, regularly, to ask for 
consultation and peer supervision.  
90 4.30 0.97 
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Appendix K: The Effect of Age on Preparedness Ratings 
Table K1 
Descriptive Statistics: Distribution of Preparedness Level per Age Group. 
Age Group N Mean Std. D. 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Min Max 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Less than 25 10 382.1 90.8 28.7 317.1 447.1 225.0 499.0 
25 – 29 4 368.3 98.8 49.4 211.0 525.5 254.0 490.0 
29 – 33 10 432.0 72.7 23.0 380.0 484.0 319.0 545.0 
33 – 39 9 445.4 68.5 22.8 392.8 498.1 296.0 506.0 
39 – 45 10 403.6 79.5 25.1 346.7 460.5 232.0 502.0 
45 -80 8 462.8 47.0 16.6 423.4 502.1 413.0 550.0 
Total 51 418.8 78.8 11.0 396.7 441.0 225.0 550.0 
 
Table K2 
One-way ANOVA. Independent Variable: Age Group. Dependent Variable: Preparedness Level. 
 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 49585.0 5 9917.0 1.7 .152 
Within Groups 261065.8 45 5801.5 
  
Total 310650.7 50       
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Appendix L: The Effect of Highest Academic Degree on Preparedness Ratings 
Table L1  
Descriptive Statistics: Distribution of Preparedness Level per Groups of Highest Academic 
Degree. 
Highest 
Academic 
Degree 
N Mean Std. D. 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Min. Max. 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Bachelor's 12 405.8 65.5 18.9 364.2 447.5 254.0 502.0 
Master's 38 417.2 81.7 13.3 390.4 444.1 225.0 550.0 
PhD 8 471.1 42.6 15.1 435.5 506.8 405.0 545.0 
Total 58 422.3 76.1 10.0 402.3 442.3 225.0 550.0 
 
Table L2 
One-Way ANOVA. Independent Variable: Highest Academic Degree; Dependent Variable: 
Preparedness Level.  
 
Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between 
Groups 
23309.2 2 11654.6 2.09 .13 
Within 
Groups 
307004.9 55 5581.9 
  
Total 330314.0 57       
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Appendix M: The Effect of Professional Background on Preparedness Rating 
Table M1 
One-Way ANOVA. Dependent variable: Preparedness Level; Independent variable: Professional 
Background.  
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 56350.20 10 5635.02 0.97 0.48 
Within Groups 261855.73 45 5819.02 
  Total 318205.93 55     
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Appendix N: The Effect of Year of GCDF Training and Training Institution  
On Preparedness Ratings 
Table N1 
Distribution of Preparedness Level per Year of GCDF Training and Training Institution. 
GCDF Year GCDF Training Institution Mean Std. D. N 
2005 Polytechnic University of Bucharest 437.00 59.42 5 
Total 437.00 59.42 5 
2006 The University of Bucharest 432.00 69.30 2 
Petru Maior University of Targu Mures 521.00 NA 1 
 Total 461.67 71.00 3 
2007 Polytechnic University of Bucharest 506.00 NA 1 
The University of Bucharest 370.00 28.28 2 
Petru Maior University of Targu Mures 495.50 7.78 2 
Total 447.40 72.29 5 
2008 The University of Bucharest 400.00 18.38 2 
Petroleum-Gas University of Ploiesti 393.67 48.64 3 
Titu Maiorescu University 439.00 NA 1 
Spiru Haret University 444.00 NA 1 
NBCC Romania 453.00 NA 1 
Total 414.63 37.31 8 
2009 Petroleum-Gas University of Ploiesti 243.00 25.46 2 
Titu Maiorescu University 545.00 NA 1 
Active Labs 422.17 90.70 6 
Total 396.00 119.85 9 
2010 The University of Bucharest 416.00 76.37 2 
Petroleum-Gas University of Ploiesti 336.00 100.24 3 
Titu Maiorescu University 499.50 71.42 2 
Spiru Haret University 452.00 NA 1 
APT 396.00 53.50 4 
Total 406.25 82.30 12 
2011 Polytechnic University of Bucharest 464.80 35.56 5 
The University of Bucharest 396.00 114.30 4 
Petroleum-Gas University of Ploiesti 463.00 NA 1 
APT 418.50 30.41 2 
NBCC Romania 407.50 40.31 2 
Total 430.21 67.85 14 
Total Polytechnic University of Bucharest 455.91 48.86 11 
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The University of Bucharest 401.67 70.94 12 
Petroleum-Gas University of Ploiesti 348.67 91.81 9 
Titu Maiorescu University 495.75 59.93 4 
Spiru Haret University 448.00 5.66 2 
APT 403.50 45.13 6 
NBCC Romania 422.67 38.76 3 
Petru Maior University of Targu Mures 504.00 15.72 3 
Active Labs 422.17 90.70 6 
Total 421.18 76.70 56 
 
Table N2 
Tukey HSD Pot-hoc Test: Multiple Comparisons between GCDF Training Institutions 
          
95% Confidence 
Interval 
(I) GCDF Training 
Instit. 
(J) GCDF Training 
Instit. 
Mean 
Diff.                          
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Polytechnic Univ.  The Univ. of Bucharest 54.24 28.87 0.63 -41.67 150.15 
 
Petroleum-Gas Univ. 107.24* 31.08 0.04 3.97 210.51 
 
Titu Maiorescu Univ. -39.84 40.38 0.99 -173.99 94.31 
 
Spiru Haret Univ. 7.91 53.16 1 -168.71 184.53 
 
APT 52.41 35.1 0.85 -64.2 169.02 
 
NBCC Romania 33.24 45.04 1 -116.41 182.9 
 
Petru Maior Univ. -48.09 45.04 0.98 -197.74 101.56 
  Active Labs 33.74 35.1 0.99 -82.87 150.35 
The Univ. of Bucharest Polytechnic Univ. -54.24 28.87 0.63 -150.15 41.67 
 
Petroleum-Gas Univ. 53 30.5 0.72 -48.32 154.32 
 
Titu Maiorescu Univ. -94.08 39.93 0.34 -226.74 38.57 
 
Spiru Haret Univ. -46.33 52.82 0.99 -221.82 129.15 
 
APT -1.83 34.58 1 -116.71 113.05 
 
NBCC Romania -21 44.64 1 -169.31 127.31 
 
Petru Maior Univ. -102.33 44.64 0.38 -250.64 45.98 
  Active Labs -20.5 34.58 1 -135.38 94.38 
Petroleum-Gas Univ.  Polytechnic Univ. -107.24* 31.08 0.04 -210.51 -3.97 
 
The Univ. of Bucharest -53 30.5 0.72 -154.32 48.32 
 
Titu Maiorescu Univ. -147.08* 41.56 0.03 -285.15 -9.01 
 
Spiru Haret Univ. -99.33 54.06 0.66 -278.95 80.28 
 
APT -54.83 36.45 0.85 -175.93 66.26 
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NBCC Romania -74 46.11 0.8 -227.17 79.17 
 
Petru Maior Univ. -155.34* 46.11 0.05 -308.51 -2.16 
  Active Labs -73.5 36.45 0.54 -194.59 47.59 
Titu Maiorescu Univ. Polytechnic Univ. 39.84 40.38 0.99 -94.31 173.99 
 
The Univ. of Bucharest 94.08 39.93 0.34 -38.57 226.74 
 
Petroleum-Gas Univ. 147.08* 41.56 0.03 9.01 285.15 
 
Spiru Haret Univ. 47.75 59.89 1 -151.23 246.73 
 
APT 92.25 44.64 0.51 -56.06 240.56 
 
NBCC Romania 73.08 52.82 0.9 -102.4 248.57 
 
Petru Maior Univ. -8.25 52.82 1 -183.73 167.23 
 
Active Labs 73.58 44.64 0.77 -74.73 221.89 
Spiru Haret Univ. Polytechnic Univ. -7.91 53.16 1 -184.53 168.71 
 
The Univ. of Bucharest 46.33 52.82 0.99 -129.15 221.82 
 
Petroleum-Gas Univ. 99.33 54.06 0.66 -80.28 278.95 
 
Titu Maiorescu Univ. -47.75 59.89 1 -246.73 151.23 
 
APT 44.5 56.47 1 -143.1 232.1 
 
NBCC Romania 25.33 63.13 1 -184.41 235.08 
 
Petru Maior Univ. -56 63.13 0.99 -265.74 153.74 
  Active Labs 25.83 56.47 1 -161.77 213.43 
APT Polytechnic Univ. -52.41 35.1 0.85 -169.02 64.2 
 
The Univ. of Bucharest 1.83 34.58 1 -113.05 116.71 
 
Petroleum-Gas Univ. 54.83 36.45 0.85 -66.26 175.93 
 
Titu Maiorescu Univ. -92.25 44.64 0.51 -240.56 56.06 
 
Spiru Haret Univ. -44.5 56.47 1 -232.1 143.1 
 
NBCC Romania -19.17 48.9 1 -181.63 143.3 
 
Petru Maior Univ. -100.5 48.9 0.52 -262.97 61.97 
  Active Labs -18.67 39.93 1 -151.32 113.99 
NBCC Romania Polytechnic Univ. -33.24 45.04 1 -182.9 116.41 
 
The Univ. of Bucharest 21 44.64 1 -127.31 169.31 
 
Petroleum-Gas Univ. 74 46.11 0.8 -79.17 227.17 
 
Titu Maiorescu Univ. -73.08 52.82 0.9 -248.57 102.4 
 
Spiru Haret Univ. -25.33 63.13 1 -235.08 184.41 
 
APT 19.17 48.9 1 -143.3 181.63 
 
Petru Maior Univ. -81.33 56.47 0.87 -268.93 106.27 
  Active Labs 0.5 48.9 1 -161.97 162.97 
Petru Maior Univ. Polytechnic Univ. 48.09 45.04 0.98 -101.56 197.74 
 
The Univ. of Bucharest 102.33 44.64 0.38 -45.98 250.64 
 
Petroleum-Gas Univ. 155.34* 46.11 0.05 2.16 308.51 
 
Titu Maiorescu Univ. 8.25 52.82 1 -167.23 183.73 
 
Spiru Haret Univ. 56 63.13 0.99 -153.74 265.74 
 
APT 100.5 48.9 0.52 -61.97 262.97 
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NBCC Romania 81.33 56.47 0.87 -106.27 268.93 
  Active Labs 81.83 48.9 0.76 -80.63 244.3 
Active Labs Polytechnic Univ. -33.74 35.1 0.99 -150.35 82.87 
 
The Univ. of Bucharest 20.5 34.58 1 -94.38 135.38 
 
Petroleum-Gas Univ. 73.5 36.45 0.54 -47.59 194.59 
 
Titu Maiorescu Univ. -73.58 44.64 0.77 -221.89 74.73 
 
Spiru Haret Univ. -25.83 56.47 1 -213.43 161.77 
 
APT 18.67 39.93 1 -113.99 151.32 
 
NBCC Romania -0.5 48.9 1 -162.97 161.97 
  Petru Maior Univ. -81.83 48.9 0.76 -244.3 80.63 
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Appendix O: The Effect of Current Job Function on Frequency of GCDF Tasks Ratings 
Table O1 
Descriptive Statistics: Frequency Levels Grouped per Current Job Function  
          
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean     
  N Mean Std. D. 
Std. 
Error 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound Min. Max. 
Postsecondary Educator 8 418.13 59.52 21.04 368.37 467.88 319 487 
School Counselor  7 353.14 53.99 20.41 303.21 403.08 287 428 
Teacher 3 318 149.01 86.03 -52.16 688.16 228 490 
Trainer 1 471 . . . . 471 471 
Unemployed 3 145.67 61.78 35.67 -7.79 299.13 110 217 
Career Counselor 5 445.8 46.24 20.68 388.39 503.21 390 500 
HR Specialist 9 385.11 40.00 13.33 354.36 415.86 320 449 
Manager 4 360.25 53.86 26.93 274.55 445.95 317 433 
Psychologist 3 447.33 69.58 40.17 274.49 620.18 368 498 
Consultant 2 417 66.47 47 -180.19 1014.19 370 464 
Entrepreneur 3 429.33 50.14 28.95 304.77 553.90 396 487 
Other 2 345.5 43.13 30.50 -42.04 733.04 315 376 
Total 50 379.4 89.90 12.71 353.85 404.95 110 500 
 
Table O2 
Descriptive Statistics: Level of Frequency per Each Group of Current Job Function    
          
95% 
Confidence 
Interval for 
Mean 
    
Current Job Function - 
Groups 
N Mean 
Std. 
D. 
Std. 
Error 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Min. Max. 
Postsecondary Educator  8 418.13 59.52 21.04 368.37 467.88 319 487 
School Counselor and 
Teacher 10 342.60 84.65 26.77 282.04 403.16 228 490 
Trainer and HR 
Specialist 10 393.70 46.48 14.70 360.45 426.95 320 471 
Career Counselor and 
Psychologist 8 446.38 51.04 18.05 403.70 489.05 368 500 
Manager, Consultant 
and Entrepreneur 9 395.89 58.61 19.54 350.84 440.94 317 487 
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Unemployed and Others 5 225.60 119.81 53.58 76.84 374.36 110 376 
Total 50 379.40 89.90 12.71 353.85 404.95 110 500 
 
Table O3 
Tukey HSD Post-hoc: Multiple Comparisons between Groups of Current Job Function. 
Dependent variable: Frequency Level.  
          
95% Confidence 
Interval 
(I) Current Job 
Function 
Grouped 
(J) Current Job Function 
Grouped 
Mean 
Diff. (I-
J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Postsecondary 
Educator  
School Counselor and 
Teacher 75.53 32.91 0.22 -22.53 173.58 
 
Trainer and HR Specialist 24.43 32.91 0.98 -73.63 122.48 
 
Career Counselor and 
Psychologist -28.25 34.70 0.96 -131.60 75.10 
 
Manager. Consultant and 
Entrepreneur 22.24 33.72 0.99 -78.21 122.68 
  Unemployed and Others 192.53* 39.56 0.00 74.68 310.37 
School 
Counselor and 
Teacher Postsecondary Educator  -75.53 32.91 0.22 -173.58 22.53 
 
Trainer and HR Specialist -51.10 31.03 0.57 -143.54 41.34 
 
Career Counselor and 
Psychologist -103.78* 32.91 0.03 -201.83 -5.72 
 
Manager. Consultant and 
Entrepreneur -53.29 31.88 0.56 -148.26 41.69 
  Unemployed and Others 117.00* 38.01 0.04 3.78 230.22 
Trainer and HR 
Specialist Postsecondary Educator  -24.43 32.91 0.98 -122.48 73.63 
 
School Counselor and 
Teacher 51.10 31.03 0.57 -41.34 143.54 
 
Career Counselor and 
Psychologist -52.68 32.91 0.60 -150.73 45.38 
 
Manager. Consultant and 
Entrepreneur -2.19 31.88 1.00 -97.16 92.79 
  Unemployed and Others 168.10* 38.01 0.00 54.88 281.32 
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Career 
Counselor and 
Psychologist Postsecondary Educator  28.25 34.70 0.96 -75.10 131.60 
 
School Counselor and 
Teacher 103.78* 32.91 0.03 5.72 201.83 
 
Trainer and HR Specialist 52.68 32.91 0.60 -45.38 150.73 
 
Manager. Consultant and 
Entrepreneur 50.49 33.72 0.67 -49.96 150.93 
  Unemployed and Others 220.78* 39.56 0.00 102.93 338.62 
Manager. 
Consultant and 
Entrepreneur Postsecondary Educator  -22.24 33.72 0.99 -122.68 78.21 
 
School Counselor and 
Teacher 53.29 31.88 0.56 -41.69 148.26 
 
Trainer and HR Specialist 2.19 31.88 1.00 -92.79 97.16 
 
Career Counselor and 
Psychologist -50.49 33.72 0.67 -150.93 49.96 
  Unemployed and Others 170.29* 38.70 0.00 54.99 285.59 
Unemployed and 
Others Postsecondary Educator  -192.53* 39.56 0.00 -310.37 -74.68 
 
School Counselor and 
Teacher -117.00* 38.01 0.04 -230.22 -3.78 
 
Trainer and HR 
Specialist -168.10* 38.01 0.00 -281.32 -54.88 
 
Career Counselor and 
Psychologist -220.78* 39.56 0.00 -338.62 -102.93 
  
Manager. Consultant and 
Entrepreneur -170.29* 38.70 0.00 -285.59 -54.99 
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Appendix P: The Effect of Current Job Function on Importance of GCDF Tasks Ratings 
Table P1 
Descriptive Statistics: Importance Levels Grouped per Current Job Function.  
 
          
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
    
Current Job 
Function - Groups 
N Mean Std. D. 
Std. 
Error 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Min. Max. 
Postsecondary 
Educator  7 489.00 22.64 8.56 468.06 509.94 466 516 
School Counselor 
and Teacher 6 457.50 68.69 28.04 385.41 529.59 392 530 
Trainer and HR 
Specialist 8 437.63 42.24 14.93 402.31 472.94 351 502 
Career Counselor 
and Psychologist 6 506.00 60.71 24.78 442.29 569.71 386 543 
Manager. 
Consultant and 
Entrepreneur 8 470.13 44.32 15.67 433.07 507.18 422 531 
Unemployed and 
Others 3 480.00 77.12 44.52 288.43 671.57 391 527 
Total 38 471.21 52.79 8.56 453.86 488.56 351 543 
 
Table P2 
One-way ANOVA. Independent Variable: Current Job Function. Dependent Variable: 
Importance Level.  
  
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 19870.07 5.00 3974.01 1.528 0.209 
Within Groups 83230.25 32.00 2600.95 
  Total 103100.32 37.00       
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